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PREFACE 

This translation has been made from Bekker’s text of 
1831, any departure from which has been indicated in the 
notes. 

My chief authority in matters of interpretation has been 
Pacius ; I have also consulted Waltz’s commentary lai^ely. 

My very grateful acknowledgments aj-e due to the 
valuable criticisms and suggestions of Mr. W. D. Ross of 
Oriel College and Prof. J. A. Smith of Magdalen College. 


E. M. E. 
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I Things are said to be named ‘ equivocally ’ when, I* 
though they have a common name, the dehnition corre- 
sponding with the name differs for each. Thus, a real man 
and a figure in a picture can both lay claim to the name 
‘ animal ’ ; yet these are equivocally so named, for, though 
they have a common name, the definition corresponding 
with the name differs for each. For should any one define 
in what sense each is an animal, his definition in the one 5 
case will be appropriate to that case only. 

On the other hand, things are said to be named ‘ uni- 
vocally’ which have both the name and the definition 
answering to the name in common. A man and an ox are 
both ' animal ’, and these are univocally so named, inasmuch 
as not only the name, but also the definition, is the same 
in both cases : for if a man should state in what sense each 10 
is an animal, the statement in the one case would be 
identical with that in the other. 

Things are said to be named ‘ derivatively ’, which 
derive their name from some other name, but differ from 
it in termination. Thus the grammarian derives his name 
from the word ‘ grammar ’, and the courageous man from 15 
the word ‘ courage 

2 Forms of speech are either simple or composite. 
Examples of the latter are such expressions as ‘ the man 
runs ‘ the man wins ’ ; of the former ‘ man ’, ‘ ox ‘ runs ’, 

* wins 

Of things themselves some are predicable of a subject, » 
and are never present in a subject. Thus ‘ man ' is predic- 
able of the individual man, and is never present in a 
subject. 

By being ‘ present in a subject ' I do not mean present 
as parts are present in a whole, but being incapable of 
existence apart from the said subject. 
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Some things, again, are present in a subject, but are 
35 never predicable of a subject. For instance, a certain point 
of grammatical knowledge is present in the mind, but is not 
predicable of any subject; or again, a certain whiteness 
may be present in the body (for colour requires a material 
basis), yet it is never predicable of anything. 

Other things, again, are both predicable of a subject and 
l'* present in a subject. Thus while knowledge is present in 
the human mind, it is predicable of grammar. 

There is, lastly, a class of things which are neither 
present in a subject nor predicable of a subject, such as the 
6 individual man or the individual horse. But, to speak 
more generally, that which is individual and has the 
character of a unit is never predicable of a subject. Yet in 
some cases there is nothing to prevent such being present 
in a subject. Thus a certain point of grammatical know- 
ledge is present in a subject.^ 

10 When one thing is predicated of another, all that which is 3 
predicable of the predicate will be predicable also of the 
subject. Thus, ‘ man ’ is predicated of the individual man ; 
but ‘ animal ’ is predicated of ‘ man ’ ; it will, therefore, be 
15 predicable of the individual man also: for the individual 
man is both ‘ man ’ and ‘ animal 

If genera are different ^ and co-ordinate, their differentiae 
are themselves different in kind. Take as an instance the 
genus ‘ animal ’ and the genus ‘ knowledge '. ‘ With feet ’, 
‘two-footed ’, ‘ winged ‘aquatic ’, are differentiae of ‘ animal ’ ; 
the species of knowledge are not distinguished by the same 
differentiae. One species of knowledge does not differ from 
another in being ‘ two-footed ’. 

ao But where one genus is subordinate to another, there is 
nothing to prevent their having the same differentiae : for 
the greater class is predicated of thfe lesser, so that all the 
differentiae of the predicate will be differentiae also of the 
subject. 

*5 Expressions which are in no way composite signify 4 

Omit fuv in 1. 9 with A, B, and Waitz, and (cafl’ t^OKfi/ieVov . . . 
A^crai With B and Waltz. 

Read rav Mpav ytrop in 1. i6 with Dexippus, Phil., SimpL, Waitz. 
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substance, quantity, quality, relation, place, time, position, 
state, action, or affection. To sketch my meaning roughly, 
examples of substance are ‘ man ’ or ‘ the horse ’, of quantity, 
such terms as ‘two cubits long’ or ‘three cubits long’, 
of quality, such attributes as ‘ white ’, ‘ grammatical 
‘Double’, ‘half’, ‘greater’, fall under the category of 
relation ; ‘ in the market place ’, ‘ in the Lyceum ’, under a* 
that of place ; ‘ yesterday ‘ last year ’, under that of time. 

‘ Lying ’, ‘ sitting ’, are terms indicating ‘ position ’ ; ‘ shod ’, 

‘ armed ’, state ; ‘ to lance ’, ‘ to cauterize ’, action ; ‘ to be 
lanced ’, ‘ to be cauterized ’, affection. 

No one of these terms, in and by itself, involves an 
affirmation ^ ; it is by the combination of such terms that .s 
positive or negative statements arise. For every assertion 
must, as is admitted, be either true or false, whereas 
expressions which are not in any way composite, such as 
‘man’, ‘white’, ‘runs’, ‘wins’, cannot be either true or lo 
false. 

5 Substance, in the truest and primary and most definite 
sense of the word, is that which is neither predicable of a 
subject nor present in a subject ; for instance, the individual 
man or horse. But in a secondary sense those things are 
called substances within which, as species, the primary sub- 
stances are included ; also those which, as genera, include 15 
the species. For instance, the individual man is included 
in the species ‘ man ’, and the genus to which the species 
belongs is ‘ animal ’ ; these, therefore — that is to say, the 
species ‘ man ’ and the genus ‘animal’ — are termed secondary 
substances. 

It is plain from what has been said that both the name 
and the definition of the predicate must be predicable of 20 
the subject. ■ For instance, * man ’ is predicated of the 
individual man. Now in this case the name of the species 
‘ man ’ is applied to the individual, for we use the term ‘ man ’ 
in describing the individual ; and the definition of ‘ man ’ 
will also be predicated of the individual man, for the 
individual man is both man and animal. Thus, both the 25 


* Omit 9 anotp&ra in 1. 6 with Amm., Simpl., Waitz. 
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name and the definition of the species are predicable of 
the individual. 

With legal d, on the other hand, to those things which 
are present in a subject, it is generally the case that neither 
their name nor their definition is predicable of that in which 
they are present. Though, however, the definition is never 
30 predicable, theie is nothing in certain cases to prevent the 
name being used. For instance, ‘ white’ being present in a 
body is predicated of that in which it is present, for a body 
is called white: the definition, however, of the colour 
‘ white ’ is nevei piedicable of the body.* 

Everything except primary substances is eithei predicable 
of a primary substance 01 present in a primary substance. 
35 This becomes evident by reference to particular instances 
which occui. ' Animal ’ is predicated of the species ‘ man ’, 
therefoie of the individual man, for if theie weie no in- 
dividual man of whom it could be predicated, it could not 
a** be predicated of the species ‘ man ’ at all. Again, colour is 
present in body, therefoie in individual bodies, for if there 
weie no individual body in which it was present, it could 
not be present in body at all. Thus everything except 
primary substances is either predicated of primal y sub- 
<; stances, or is present in them, and if these last did not exist, 
it would be impossible for anything else to exist. 

Of secondary substances, the species is more truly 
substance than the genus, being more nearly related to 
primary substance. For if any one should rendei an account 
of what a piimaiy substance is, he would render a more 
instructive account, and one moie propei to the subject, by 
10 stating the species than by stating the genus 1 hus, he 
would give a moie instructive account of an individual man by 
stating that he was man than by stating that he was animal, 
for the foimer description is peculiar to the individual in 

’ Qualities pure and simple are abstractions, and m their abstract 
substantival form, with regard to which they are defined, do not form 
the predicate of substances. We do not say ‘ A" is whiteness ’ but ‘ A is 
white ’. It is to this latter use of the adjective that Aristotle refers a hen 
he says that ‘ the name is sometimes applicable ’ , for in Greek ‘ w hite- 
ness' IS not only Xcvicarijr, but also to Xcukov. In English ‘evil’ used 
m the one case as a noun, in the other as an adjective, would afibid 
a parallel. 
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a greater degree, while the latter is too general. Again, the 
man who gives an account of the nature of an individual 
tree will give a more instructive account by mentioning the 
species ‘ tree ’ than by mentioning the genus ‘ plant 

Moreover, primaiy substances are most properly called 15 
substances in virtue of the fact that they are the entities 
which underlie eveiything else, and that everything else is 
either predicated of them or present in them. Now the 
same relation which subsists between primary substance and 
ever3^hing else subsists also between the species and the 
genus : for the species is to the genus as subject is to 
predicate, since the genus is predicated of the species, w 
whereas the species cannot be predicated of the genus. 
Thus we have a second ground for asserting that the species 
is more truly substance than the genus. 

Of species themselves, except in the case of such as are 
genera, no one is more truly substance than another. We 
should not give a more appropriate account of the individual 
man by stating the species to which he belonged, than we *s 
should of an individual horse by adopting the same method 
of definition. In the same way, of primary substances, no 
one is more truly substance than another; an individual 
man is not more truly substance than an individual ox. 

It is, then, with good reason that of all that remains, when 
we exclude primary substances, we concede to species and 
genera alone the name ‘ secondary substance ’, for these 3® 
alone of all the predicates convey a knowledge of primary 
substance. For it is by stating the species or the genus 
that we appropriately define any individual man ; and we 
shall make our definition more exact by stating the former 
than by stating the latter. All other things that we state, 
such as that he is white, that he runs, and so on, are 35 
irrelevant to the definition. Thus it is just that these alone, 
apart from primary substances, should be called substances. 

Further, primary substances are most properly so called, 
because they underlie and are the subjects of ever5rthing 
else. Now the same relation that subsists between primaiy 3* 
substance and everything else subsists also between the 
species and the genus to which the primaiy substance belongs. 
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on the one hand, and every attribute which is not included 
within these, on the other. For these are the subjects of all 
such. If we call an individual man ‘ skilled in grammar 
the predicate is applicable also to the species and to the 
5 genus to which he belongs. This law holds good in all 
cases. 

It is a common characteristic of all substance that it is 
never present in a subject. For primary substance is neither 
present in a subject nor predicated of a subject ; while, with 
regard to secondary substances, it is clear from the following 
arguments (apart from others) that they are not present in 
i o a subject. For ‘ man ’ is predicated of the individual man, but 
is not present in any subject : for manhood is not present in 
the individual man.^ In the same way, ‘animal’ is also 
predicated of the individual man, but is not present in him. 
15 Again, when a thing is present in a subject, though the name 
may quite well be applied to that in which it is present, the 
definition cannot be applied. Yet of secondary substances, 
not only the name, but also the definition, applies to the 
subject : we should use both the definition of the species and 
»o that of the genus with reference to the individual man. Thus 
substance cannot be present in a subject. 

Yet this is not peculiar to substance, for it is also the case 
that differentiae cannot be present in subjects. The charac- 
teristics ‘ terrestrial ’ and ‘two-footed ’ are predicated of the 
species ‘ man ’, but not present in it. For they are not in 
25 man. Moreover, the definition of the differentia may be 
predicated of that of which the differentia itself is predicated. 
For instance, if the characteristic ‘ terrestrial ’ is predicated 
of the species ‘ man ’, the definition also of that characteristic 
may be used to form the predicate of the species ‘ man ’ : 
for ‘ man ’ is terrestrial. 

The fact that the parts of substances appear to be present 
in the whole, as in a subject, should not make us apprehensive 
30 lest we should have to admit that such parts are not sub- 
stances: for in explaining the phrase ‘being present in a 
subject ’, wc stated ® that we meant ‘ otherwise than as parts 
in a whole 

' Cf. the definition of ‘present in a subject', 1*24. * i*24. 
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It is the mark of substances and of differentiae that, in 
all propositions of which they form the predicate, they are 
predicated univocally. For all such propositions have for 
their subject either the individual or the species. It is true 35 
that, inasmuch as primary substance is not predicable of 
anything, it can never form the predicate of any proposition. 
But of secondary substances, the species is predicated of the 
individual, the genus both of the species and of the individual. 
Similarly the differentiae are predicated of the species and s'* 
of the individuals. Moreover, the definition of the species 
and that of the genus are applicable to the primary substance, 
and that of the genus to the species. For all that is pre- 
dicated of the predicate will be predicated also of the 
subject. Similarly, the definition of the differentiae will be 5 
applicable to the species and to the individuals. But it was 
stated above ’ that the word ‘ univocal ’ was applied to those 
things which had both name and definition in common. 

It is, therefore, established that in every proposition, of 
which either substance or a differentia forms the predicate, 
these are predicated univocally. 

All substance appears to signify that which is individual. 10 
In the case of primary substance this is indisputably true, 
for the thing is a unit. In the case of secondary substances, 
when we speak, for instance, of ‘ man ’ or ‘ animal ’, our form 
of speech gives the impression that we are here also indicating 
that which is individual, but the impression is not strictly 15 
true; for a secondary substance is not an individual, but 
a class with a certain qualification ; for it is not one and 
single as a primary substance is ; the words ‘ man ’, ‘ animal 
are predicable of more than one subject. 

Yet species and genus do not merely indicate quality, like 
the term ‘white’; ‘white’ indicates quality and nothing 
further, but species and genus determine the quality with 
reference to a substance ; they signify substance qualitatively 20 
differentiated. The determinate qualification covers a latter 
field in the case of the genus than in that of the species : 
he who uses the word ‘ animal ’ is herein using a word of 
wider extension than he who uses the word ‘ man ’. 

» 1 * 6 . 
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Another mark of substance is that it has no contrary. 
>S What could be the contrary of any primary substance, such 
as the individual man or animal ? It has none. Nor can 
the spedes or the genus have a contrary. Yet this charac- 
teristic is not peculiar to substance, but is true of many 
other things, such as quantity. There is nothing that forms 
the contrary of ' two cubits long ’ or of ‘ three cubits long 
30 or of* ten or of any such term. A man may contend that 
‘ much ’ is the contrary of ‘ little or ‘ great ’ of ‘ small but 
of definite quantitative terms no contrary exists. 

Substance, again, does not appear to admit of variation 
of degree. I do not mean by this that one substance cannot 
be more or less truly substance than another, for it has 
35 already been stated ^ that this is the case ; but that no single 
substance admits of vart'ing degrees within itself. For 
instance, one particular substance,® ‘ man’, cannot be more 
or less man either than himself at some other time or than 
some other man. One man cannot be more man than 
another, as that which is white may be more or less white 
4* than some other white object, or as that which is beautiful 
may be more or less beautiful than some other beautiful 
object. The same quality, moreover, is said to subsist in a 
thing in varying degrees at different times. A. body, being 
white, is said to be whiter at one time than it was befcre. or. 
being warm, is said to be warmer or less warm than at 
5 some other time. But substance is not said to be more cr 
less that which it is : a man is not more truly a m.an at o.oe 
time flian he was before, nor is anything, if it is substance, 
more or less what it is. Substance, then, does not admit 
of variation of degree. 

ro The most distinctive m.ark cf substance appears to be 

tfaat,ariule remmnng nomerically ooe and the saioe^ it is 
capable of admhtij^conttaiy qualities. From amoi^ things 
than substance, we should find ourselves imaW.- to 
biu^ forward any which possessed tMs mark. Unis. <me 
15 and the same colour cannot be white and black. Nor can 
the same one action be gocd and bad : this law holds good 
wiUievenihiagAat is net substance. But one and the self. 

•a*!!-***. * l-S? A,B,C,Waili. 
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same substance, while retaining its identity, is yet capable 
of admitting contrary qualities. The same individual person 
is at one time white, at another black, at one time warm, 20 
at another cold, at one time good, at another bad. This 
capacity is found nowhere else, though it might be maintained 
that a statement or opinion was an exception to the rule.' 
The same statement, it is agreed, can be both true and false. 
For if the statement ‘ he is sitting ’ is true, yet, when the 25 
person in question has risen, the same statement will be 
false. The same applies to opinions. For if any one thinks 
truly that a person is sitting, yet, when that person has risen, 
this same opinion, if still held, will be false. Yet although 
this exception may be aflowed, there is, nevertheless, a 
difference in the manner in which the thing takes place. 

It is by themselves changing that substances admit contrary 30 
qualities. It is thus that that which was hot becomes cold, 
for it has entered into a different state. Similarly that which 
was white becomes black, and that which was bad good, by 
a process of change ; and in the same way in all other cases 
it is by changing that substances are capable of admitting 
contrary qualities. But statements and opinions themselves 
remain unaltered in all respects : it is by the alteration in 35 
the facts of the case that the contrary quality comes to be 
theirs. The statement ‘he is sitting’ remains unaltered, 
but it is at one time true, at another false, according to 4’’ 
circumstances. What has been said of statements applies 
also to opinions. Thus, in respect of the manner in which 
the thing takes place, it is the peculiar mark of substance 
that it should be capable of admitting contrary qualities ; 
for it is by itself changing that it does so. 

If, then,* a man should make this exception and contend 
that statements and opinions are capable of admitting 
contrary qualities, his contention is unsound. For state- 5 
ments and opinions are said to have this capacity, not 
because they themselves undergo modification, but because 
this modification occurs in the case of something else. 
The truth or falsity of a statement depends on facts, and 

* Read rwr roiourav in ). 23 with A, B, Phil., Waits. 

* Read ^7 in I. 4 with A, B, C, WaitL 
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'Iflffite & HQ) commotr boundary at which t&i&3^1&^liS£]jQUi^,3£: 
flnitt each i& sqparate and distinct from the r@&. 

A line; on the other haird, is a continuous Sat 

is possible to find a common boundary at whieb its parts 
join. In the case of rhe line, this ccmtnon. boundary is 
the point ; in the case of the plane, it the line : for the 
parts of the plane have also a common boundaiy. Similarly 
you can find a common boundary m the case of the pacts of 
a solid, namely either a line or a plane. 5 

Space and time also belong to this c'ass of quantities 
Time, past, present, and lutore. I'crT-s a continuous whole. 
Space, likewise, is a con'...",.ca-« q.;. i.i:v for the parts of a 
solid occupy a certa.n scare a~c n'ese have a common 
boundary ; it follows tha: t'i ■j.—.t Ct >.vce also» which are 10 
occupied by the parts c' ;'s jc c ha.e c le same common 
boundary' as the parts Ct c Tbus, not only time, 

but space also, is a con:>. ’.s qcacfcy vr its parts have a 
common boundary. 

Quantities cocsist ei'..'s- c: parts bear a relative 15 

position each to each, c- .''’parts w’- ch d'.-' not The parts 
of a line bear a relative pcsi'icn to earh ether, for each lies 
somewhere, .ind it woe c ’?e po<«.bk' to distinguish each, 
and to state the position c*' each oc the plane and to 
explain to what sort of pu't ano^q the rest each was 
contiguous. Simibriy the parts of a p.ane haw position, » 
for it could similarly bo stated w'-a: »as the position of each 
and what sort of parts weie contiguous. The same is true 
with regard to the solid and to space. But it would be 
impossible to show that the pait'' of a number had a relative 
position each to each, or .i particu’.ir position, or to state ^5, 
what parts were contiguous, hfor could this be done in the 
case of time, for none of the parts of time has an aludii^ 
existence, and that which does not abide can hardly have 
position. It would be better to say that such parts had a 
relative order, in virtue of one being prior to another. 
Similarly with number : in counting, ‘ one ’ is prior to • two ', jo 
and ‘ two ’ to ‘ three,’ and thus the parts of number may be 
said to possess a relative order, though it would be impos- 
sible to discover any distinct position for each. This holds 
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good also in the case of speech. None of its parts has an 
abiding existence : when once a syllable is pronounced, it is 
35 not possible to retain it, so that, naturally, as the parts 
do not abide, they cannot have position. Thus, some 
quantities consist of parts which have position, and some of 
those which have not. 

Strictly speaking, only the things which I have mentioned 
belong to the category of quantity : everything else that is 
called quantitative is a quantity in a secondary sense. It 
is because we have in mind some one of these quantities, 
properly so called, that we apply quantitative terms to 
5*’ other things. We speak of what is white as large, because 
the surface over which the white extends is large ; we speak 
of an action or a process as lengthy, because the time 
covered is long; these things cannot in their own right 
claim the quantitative epithet. For instance, should any one 
5 explain how long an action was, his statement would be 
made in terms of the time taken, to the effect that it lasted 
a year, or something of that sort. In the same way, he 
would explain the size of a white object in terms of surface, 
for he would state the area which it covered. Thus the 
things already mentioned, and these alone, are in their 
intrinsic nature quantities ; nothing else can claim the name 
10 in its own right, but, if at all, only in a secondary sense. 

Quantities have no contraries. In the case of definite 
quantities this is obvious ; thus, there is nothing that is the 
contrary of ‘ two cubits long ’ or of ‘ three cubits long ’, or of 
a surface, or of any such quantities. A man might, indeed, 
argue that ‘ much ’ was the contrary of ' little and ‘ great ’ 
15 of ‘ small ’. But these are not quantitative, but relative ; 
things are not great or small absolutely, they are so called 
rather as the result of an act of comparison. For instance, 
a mountain is called small, a grain large, in virtue of the 
fact that the latter is greater than others of its kind, the 
to former less. Thus there is a reference here to an external 
standard, for if the terms great ’ and ‘ small ’ were used 
absolutely, a mountain would never be called small or a 
grain large. Again, we say that there are many people in 
a village, and few in Athens, although those in the city arc 
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many times as numerous as those in the village : or we say 
that a house has many in it. and a theatre few, though those 25 
in the theatre far outnumber those in the house. The terms 
‘two cubits long,’ ‘three cubits long,' and so on indicate 
quantity, the terms ‘ great ’ and ‘ small ’ indicate relation, 
for they have reference to an external standard. It is, 
therefore, plain that these are to be classed as relative. 

Again, whether we define them as quantitative or not, 30 
they have no contraries : for how can there be a contrary of 
an attribute which is not to te apprehended in or by itself, 
but only by reference to something external? Again, 
if ‘great’ and ‘small’ are contraries, it will come about 
that the same subject can admit contrary qualities at one 
and the same time, and that things will themselves be 
contrary to themselves. For it happens at times that the 35 
same thing is both small and great. For the same thing 
may be small in comparison with one thing, and great in 
comparison with another, so that the same thing comes to 
be both small and great at one and the same time, and is 
of such a nature as to admit contrary qualities at one and 
the same moment. Yet it was agreed, when substance was 
being discussed, that nothing admits contrary qualities at 
one and the same moment. For though substance is 6* 
capable of admitting contrary qualities, yet no one is at 
the same time both sick and healthy, nothing is at the 
same time both white and black. Nor is there anything 
which is qualified in contrary ways at one and the same time. 

Moreover, if these were contraries, they would themselves 
be contrary to themselves.* For if ‘ great ’ is the contrary 5 

* The Greek words do not mean that the subject which possesses 
the two characteristics ‘great’ and ‘small’ will be the contrary of 
itself, but that ‘ great ’ and ' small ' will be the contrary of themselves. 
The argument may be represented as follows : 

Let * «= ‘ small ’, jf ‘ great ’. 
ji is both jr andy. 

Now r and y are, ex hypothesi, attributes belonging to the same 
class (cf. 6* 17 rv ry air^ ytva : also I4* 19-25). 

.'. if they both apply to the same subject, the relation between them 
may be represented by the formula x=y. 

.•. if X is the contrary ofy 
X is the contrary of x 
which is absurd. 

.*. X is not the contrary of y. 
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of ‘ small and the same thing is both great and small at 
the same time, then ‘ small ’ or ‘ great ’ is the contrary of 
itself. But this is impossible. The term ‘ great therefore, 
is not the contrary of the term ‘ small nor ‘ much ’ of ‘ little 
And even though a man should call these terms not relative, 
10 but quantitative, they would not have contraries. 

It is in the case of space that quantity most plausibly 
appears to admit of a contrary. For men define the term 
‘ above ’ as the contrary of ‘ below ', when it is the region at 
the centre they mean by ‘ below ’ ; and this is so, because 
nothing is farther from the extremities of the universe than 
IS the region at the centre.' Indeed, it seems that in defining 
contraries of every kind men have recourse to a spatial 
metaphor, for they say that those things are contraries 
which, within the same class, are separated by the greatest 
possible distance. 

Quantity does not, it appears, admit of variation of degree, 
ao One thing cannot be two cubits long in a greater degree 
than another. Similarly with regard to number : what is 
‘ three ’ is not more truly three than what is ' five ’ is five ; 
nor is one set of three more truly three than another set.* 
Again, one period of time is not said to be more truly time 
than another. Nor is there any other kind of quantity, of 
all that have been mentioned, with regard to which varia- 
35 tion of degree can be predicated. The category of quantity, 
therefore, does not admit of variation of degree. 

The most distinctive mark of quantity is that equality 
and inequality are predicated of it. Each of the aforesaid 
quantities is said to be equal or unequal. For instance, one 
solid is said to be equal or unequal to another ; number, too. 


' No point is farther from the circumference of a circle taken as a 
■w/wte than the centre. Cf. de Caelo, 268'’ 21. 

- ^ ?»: TJ*® reading of B and Wait* is here adopted : ri rpio Tfly 
7r.>.Tj m6tv fUiXXov vtvrt r) rpia, oiSi To rpia ray rptuv. That of Bekker 
yields no satisfactory sense. By comparison with the method adopted 
® treating of variation of degree with regard to other 
caegories, it may be suTOised that the meaning here is that given in 

ubstkS°"-' A® P't^^age fs not much IcsLed S 

substituting Tpio IJ ntvTf for itmt § rpia, as either reading is a verv 

to or'tp If*"' 9 rpia is taken as equivalent in sense 
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and time can have these terms applied to them/ as indeed 
can all those kinds of quantity that have been mentioned. 30 

That which is not a quantity can by no means, it would 
seem, be termed equal or unequal to anything else. One 
particular disposition or one particular quality, such as 
whiteness, is by no means compared with another in terms 
of equality and inequality but rather in terms of similarity. 
Thus it is the distinctive mark of quantity that it can be 
called equal and unequal. 33 

7 Those things are called relative, which, being either said 
to be of something else or related to something else, are 
explained by reference to that other thing.* For instance, 
the word ' superior ’ is explained by reference to something 
else, for it is superiority over something else that is meant. 
Similarly, the expression ‘ double ’ has this external refer- 
ence, for it is the double of something else that is meant. 

So it is with everything else of this kind. There are, S” 
moreover, other relatives, e. g. habit, disposition, perception, 
knowledge, and attitude.® The significance of all these is 
explained by a reference to something else and in no other 
way. Thus, a habit is a habit of something, knowledge is =. 
knowledge of something, attitude is the attitude of something. 

So it is with all other relatives that have been mentioned. 
Those terms, then, are called relative, the nature of which 
is explained by reference to something else, the preposition 

^‘of’ or some other preposition being used to indicate the 
relation. Thus, one mountain is called great in comparison 
with another ; for the mountain claims this attribute by 
comparison with something. Again, that which is called 

* Read in 1 . 29, befoi'e ko! xponit, «« npiB/iut »ai laot *«i UvuTot Xeyerw, 
with A, B, C, and Waitz. 

* Aristotle reckons as relative (i) terms which in Greek have a 
genitive depending on them (o<ra mpan' tlyat Xeyerat) and (2) terms 
which naturally call for a prepositional phrase depending on them_ ($ 
Srrwrovv HWw Trpor crepov). Since there is no one form in Knglish 
answering to the Greek use of the genitive, the distinction has been 
somewhat paraphrased in the translation : but it must not be forgotten 
that the distinction is taken primarily from the usage of the Greek 
language. 

* Just as the genus ‘knowledge’ is relative, while the p.irticular 
branches of it are not (sec 11“ 20), so ‘habit’ and ‘attitude’ require 
particularization ; otherwise they are relative. 
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to similar must be similar /a something else, and all other such 
attributes have this external reference. It is to be noted 
that lying and standing and sitting are particular attitudes, 
but attitude is itself a relative term. To lie, to stand, to be 
seated, are not themselves attitudes, but take their name 
from the aforesaid attitudes. 

15 It is possible for relatives to have contraries. Thus virtue 
has a contrary, vice, these both being relatives ; knowledge, 
too, has a contrary, ignorance. But this is not the mark of 
all relatives ; ‘ double ’ and ‘ triple ’ have no contrary, nor 
indeed has any such term. 

10 It also appears that relatives can admit of variation of 
degree. For ‘ like ’ and ‘ unlike ’, ‘ equal ’ and ‘ unequal have 
the modifications ‘ more ’ and ‘ less ’ applied to them, and each 
of these is relative in character : for the terms ‘ like ’ and 
‘unequal’^ bear a reference to something external. Yet, 
again, it is not every relative term that admits of variation 
as of degree. No term such as ‘double ’ admits of this modi- 
fication, All relatives have correlatives : by the term ‘slave’ 
we mean the slave of a master ; by the term ‘ master ’, the 
30 master of a slave \ by ‘double’, the double of its half', by 
‘ half’, the half of its dotible ; by ‘ greater ’, greater than that 
which is less ; by ‘ less ’, less than that which is greater. 

So it is with every other relative term ; but the case 
we use to express the correlation differs in some instances. 
Thus, by knowledge we mean knowledge of the knowable ; 
by the knowable, that which is to be apprehended by know- 
35 ledge ; by perception, perception ofX\i& perceptible ; by the 
perceptible, that which is apprehended by perception. 

Sometimes, however, reciprocity of correlation does not 
appear to exist. This comes about when a blunder is made, 
and that to which the relative is related is not accurately 
stated. If a man states that a wing is necessarily relative to 
a bird, the connexion between these two will not be reci- 
procal, for it will not be possible to say that a bird is a bird 
by reason of its wings. The reason is that the original 


, 6'’ 23. ^ The reading of B and Wait* : t 6 rt yap Spoiou nv'i ouoiov 
’■*y‘ owvoi.. This has more inherent probability 
than, and equal authority with, that of Bekker, ^ 
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statement was inaccurate, for the wing is not said to be 7* 
relative to the bird qua bird, since many creatures besides 
birds have wings, but qua winged creature. If, then, the 
statement is made accurate, the connexion will be reciprocal, 
for we can speak of a wing having reference necessarily to a 
winged creature, and of a winged creature as being such 
because of its wings. 

Occasionally, perhaps, it is necessary to coin words, if no 5 
word exists by which a correlation can adequately be 
explained. If we define a rudder as necessarily having 
reference to a boat, our definition will not be appropriate, 
for the rudder does not have this reference to a boat qua 
boat, as there are boats which have no rudders. Thus we 10 
cannot use the terms reciprocally, for the word ‘ boat ’ can- 
not be said to find its explanation in the word ‘ rudder ’. 

As there is no existing word, our definition would perhaps 
be more accurate if we coined some word like ‘ ruddered ’ 
as the correlative of ‘rudder’. If we express ourselves 
thus accurately, at any rate the terms are reciprocally 
connected, for the ‘ ruddered ’ thing is ‘ ruddered ’ in virtue 
of its rudder. So it is in all other cases. A head will be 15 
more accurately defined as the correlative of that which is 
' headed than as that of an animal, for the animal does not 
have a head qua animal, since many animals have no head. 

Thus we may perhaps most easily comprehend that to 
which a thing is related, when a name does not exist, if, 
from that which has a name, we derive a new name, and 
apply it to that with which the first is reciprocally connected, 
as in the aforesaid instances, when we derived the word 20 
‘ winged ’ from ‘ wing ’ and ‘ ruddered ’ from ‘ rudder ’. 

All relatives, then, if propeily defined, have a correlative. 

I add this condition because, if that to which they are related 
is stated at haphazard and not accurately, the two are not 
found to be interdependent. Let me state what I mean 25 
more clearly. Even in the case of acknowledged conela- 
tives, and where names exist for each, there will be no 
interdependence if one of the two is denoted, not by that 
name which expresses the correlative notion, but by one of 
irrelevant significance. The term 'slave’, if defined as 
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related, not to a master, but to a man, or a biped, or any- 
thing of that sort, is not reciprocally connected with that in 
30 relation to which it is defined, for the statement is not exact. 
Further, if one thing is said to be correlative with another, 
and the terminology used is correct, then, though all irrele- 
vant attributes should be removed, and only that one attri- 
bute left in virtue of which it was correctly stated to be cor- 
relative with that other, the stated correlation will still exist 
If the correlative of ‘the slave’ is said to be ‘the master’, 
35 then, though all irrelevant attributes of the said ‘master’, 
such as ‘ biped ’, ' receptive of knowledge ’, ‘ human ’, should 
be removed, and the attribute ‘ master ’ alone left, the stated 
correlation existing between him and the slave will remain the 
same, for it is of a master that a slave is said to be the slave. 
7” On the other hand, if, of two correlatives, one is not correctly 
termed, then, when all other attributes are removed and 
that alone is left in virtue of which it was stated to be 
correlative, the stated correlation will be found to have 
disappeared. 

For suppose the correlative of ‘ the slave ’' should be said 
to be ' the man ’, or the correlative of ‘ the wing ’ ‘ the bird ’ ; 

5 if the attribute ‘ master ’ be withdrawn from ‘ the man the 
correlation between ‘ the man ’ and ‘ the "lave ’ will cease to 
exist, for if the man is not a master, the slave is not a slave. 
Similarly, if the attribute ‘ winged ’ be withdrawn from ‘ the 
bird ’, ‘ the wing ’ will no longer be relative ; for if the so- 
called correlative is not winged, it follows that ' the wing ’ 
has no correlative. 

10 Thus it is essential that the correlated terms should be 
exactly designated; if there is a name existing, the state- 
ment will be easy; if not, it is doubtless our duty to 
construct names. When the terminology is thus correct, it 
is evident that all correlatives are interdependent, 
i.s Correlatives are thought to come into existence simul- 
taneously. This is for the most part tnie, as in the case 
of the double and the half. The existence of the half 
necessitates the existence of that of which it is a half. 
Similarly the existence of a master necessitates the existence 
of a slave, and that of a slave implies that of a master ; these 
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are merely instances of a general rule. Moreover, they 
cancel one another ; for if there is no double it follows that 20 
there is no half, and vice versa ; this rule also applies to all 
such correlatives. Yet it does not appear to be true in all 
cases that correlatives come into existence simultaneously. 
The object of knowledge would appear to exist before 
knowledge itself, for it is usually the case that we acquire 
knowledge of objects already existing ; it would be difficult, 15 
if not impossible, to find a branch of knowledge the begin- 
ning of the existence of which was contemporaneous with 
that of its object. 

Again, while the object of knowledge, if it ceases to exist, 
cancels at the same time the knowledge which was its 
correlative, the converse of this is not true. It is true that 
if the object of knowledge does not exist there can be no 
knowledge ; for there will no longer be anything to know. 
Yet it is equally true that, if the knowledge of a certain 30 
object does not exist, the object may nevertheless quite 
well exist. Thus, in the case of the squaring of the circle, 
if indeed that process is an object of knowledge, though it 
itself exists as an object of knowledge, yet the knowledge 
of it has not yet come into existence. Again, if all animals 
ceased to exist, there would be no knowledge, but there 
might yet be many objects of knowledge. 

This is likewise the case with regard to perception : for the 35 
object of perception is, it appears, prior to the act of percep- 
tion. If the perceptible is annihilated, perception also will 
cease to exist ; but the annihilation of perception does not 
cancel the existence of the perceptible. For perception im- 
plies a bodj' perceived and a body in which perception takes 
place. Now if that which is perceptible is annihilated, it 
follows that the body is annihilated, for the body is a percep- 
tible thing ; and if the body does not exist, it follows that 8 “ 
perception also ceases to exist. Thus the annihilation of 
the perceptible involves that of perception. 

But the annihilation of perception does not involve that 
of the perceptible. For if the animal is annihilated, it 
follows that perception also is annihilated, but perceptibles .<> 
such as body, heat, sweetness, bitterness, and so on, will 
remain. 
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Again, perception is generated at the same time as the 
perceiving subject, for it comes into existence at the same 
time as the animal. But the perceptible surely exists 
before * perception ; for fire and water and such elements, 
10 out of which the animal is itself composed, exist before the 
animal is an animal at all, and before perception. Thus it 
would seem that the perceptible exists before perception. 

It may be questioned whether it is true that no substance 
is relative, as seems to be the case, or whether exception is 
to be made in the case of certain secondary substances.^ 
15 With regard to primary substances, it is quite true that there 
is no such possibility, for neither wholes nor parts of primary 
substances are relative. The individual man or ox is not 
defined with reference to something external. Similarly 
20 with the parts : a particular hand or head is not defined as 
a particular hand or head of a particular person, but as the 
hand or head of a particular person. It is true also, for the 
most part at least, in the case of secondary substances; 
the species ‘ man ’ and the species ‘ ox ’ are not defined with 
reference to anything outside themselves. Wood, again, is 
only relative in so far as it is some one’s property, not in so 
far as it is wood. It is plain, then, that in the cases men- 
>5 tioned substcmce is not relative. But with regard to some 
secondary substances there is a difference of opinion ; thus, 
such terms as ‘ head ’ and ‘ hand ' ® are defined with reference 
to that of which the things indicated are a part, and so it 
comes about that these appear to have a relative character.^ 
Indeed, if our definition of that which is relative was 
30 complete, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to prove that 
no substance is relative. If, however, our definition was 
not complete, if those things only are properly called relative 
in the case of which relation to an external object is a 
necessary condition of existence, perhaps some explanation 
of the dilemma may be found. 


* Omit fyoi; % in 1. 9 with B, Phil., and Wait*. 

Aristotle has stated, and adhered to, the generally received 
dennition of relatives ; he now improves upon it. 

^ Sc . : when the species are meant. 

In accordance with this, Aristotle speaks of ‘ wing ’ as a relative 
term m the earlier part of the chapter. 
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The former definition does indeed apply to all relatives, 
but the fact that a thing is explained with reference to some- 
thing else does not make it essentially relative.^ 

From this it is plain that, if a man definitely apprehends 35 
a relative thing, he will also definitely apprehend that to 
which it is relative. Indeed this is self-evident: for if a 
man knows that some particular thing is relative, assuming 
that w’e call that a relative in the case of which relation to 
something is a necessary condition of existence, he knows S’* 
that also to which it is related. For if he does not know at 
all that to which it is related, he will not know whether or 
not it is relative. This is clear, moreover, in particular 
instances. If a man knows definitely that such and such 
a thing is ‘double’, he will also forthwith know definitely j 
that of which it is the double. For if there is nothing 
definite of which he knows it to be the double, he does not 
know at all that it is double. Again, if he knows that 
a thing is more bcRUtiful, it follows necessarily that he will 
forthwith definitely know that also than which it is more 
beautiful. He will not merely know indefinitely that it is 
more beautiful than something which is less beautiful, for lo 
this would be supposition, not knowledge. For if he does 
not know definitely that than which it is more beautiful, he 
can no longer claim to know definitely that it is more 
beautiful than something else which is less beautiful : for it 
might be that nothing was less beautiful. It is, therefore, 
evident that if a man apprehends some relative thing 
definitely, he necessarily knows that also definitely to 
which it is related. 

Now the head, the hand, and such things are substances, 15 
and it is possible to know their essential character definitely, 
but it does not necessarily follow that we should know that 
to which they are related. It is not possible to know 
forthwith whose head or hand is meant. Thus these are 
not relatives, and, this being the case, it would be true to 20 
say that no substance is relative in character. It is perhaps 
a difficult matter, in such cases, to make a positive statement 


* ou unv ToOrn 


c, 


Phil., and WaiU) ye e’lrri to (A2, B, C, Phil., and 
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without more exhaustive examination, but to have raised 
questions with regard to details is not without advantage. 


35 By ‘ quality ’ I mean that in virtue of which people are said 8 
to be such and such. 

Quality is a term that is used in many senses. One sort 
of quality let us call ‘ habit ’ or ‘ disposition Habit differs 
from disposition in being more lasting and more firmly 
established. The various kinds of knowledge and of virtue 
are habits, for knowledge, even when acquired only in 
30 a moderate degree, is, it is agreed, abiding in its character 
and difficult to displace, unless some great mental upheaval 
takes place, through disease or any such cause. The virtues, 
also, such as justice, self-restraint, and so on, are not easily 
dislodged or dismissed, so as to give place to vice. 

35 By a disposition, on the other hand, we mean a condition 
that is easily changed and quickly gives place to its 
opposite. Thus, heat, cold, disease, health, and so on are 
dispositions. For a man is disposed in one way or another 
with reference to these, but quickly changes, becoming 
9“ cold instead of warm, ill instead of well. So it is with all 
other dispositions also, unless through lapst of time a 
disposition has itself become inveterate and almost im- 
possible to dislodge : in which case we should perhaps go 
so far as to call it a habit. 

It is evident that men incline to call those conditions 
habits which are of a more or less permanent type and 
s difficult to displace ; for those who are not retentive of 
knowledge, but volatile, are not said to have such and such 
a habit as regards knowledge, yet they are disposed, we 
may say, either better or worse, towards knowledge. Thus 
habit differs from disposition in this, that while the latter 
is ephemeral, the former is permanent and difficult to 
alter. 


•o Habfts are at the same time dispositions, but dispositions 
are not necessarily habits. For those who have some 

* The term ‘habit’ itself is_ relative, but particular habits are quali- 
ties ; as also virtues and vices. ir means ‘ habit ’ and ‘ state ’ : 

"'I® . the other, English word gives the sense 

category so railed reserve the word ‘state’ for the 
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specific habit may be said also, in virtue of that habit, to be 
thus or thus disposed ; but those who are disposed in some 
specific way have not in all cases the corresponding habit. 

Another sort of quality is that in virtue of which, for 
example, we call men good boxers or runners, or healthy 
or sickly : in fact it includes all those terms which refer to 15 
inborn capacity or incapacity. Such things are not predi- 
cated of a person in virtue of his disposition, but in virtue 
of his inborn capacity or incapacity to do something with 
ease or to avoid defeat of any kind. Persons are called 
good boxers or good runners, not in virtue of such and 
such a disposition, but in virtue of an inborn capacity to 20 
accomplish something with ease. Men are called healthy 
in virtue of the inborn capacity of easy resistance to those 
unhealthy influences that may ordinarily arise ; unhealthy, 
in virtue of the lack of this capacity. Similarly with regard 
to softness and hardness. Hardness is predicated of a 35 
thing because it has that capacity of resistance which 
enables it to withstand disintegration ; softness, again, is 
predicated of a thing by reason of the lack of that capacity. 

A third class within this category is that of affective 
qualities and affections.^ Sweetness, bitterness, sourness, 
are examples of this sort of quality, together with all that 
is akin to these ; heat, moreover, and cold, whiteness, and 30 
blackness are affective qualities. It is evident that these 
are qualities, for those things that possess them are them- 
selves said to be such and such by reason of their presence. 
Honey is called sweet because it contains sweetness ; the 
body is called white because it contains whiteness ; and so 
in all other cases. 

The term ‘ affective quality ’ is not used as indicating 35 
that those things which admit these qualities are affected in 
any way. Honey is not called sweet because it is affected g** 
in a specific Way, nor is this what is meant in any other 
instance. Similarly heat and cold are called affective 
qualities, not because those things which admit them are 
affected. What is meant is that these said qualities are 5 

. ’ Here Aristotle seems to call irdOt] n-oiorijrcr, but later he dis- 
tinguishes them. 
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capable of producing an ‘ affection ’ in the way of percep- 
tion. For sweetness has the power of affecting the sense of 
taste ; heat, that of touch ; and so it is with the rest of these 
qualities. 

Whiteness and blackness, however, and the other colours, 
10 are not said to be affective qualities in this sense, but because 
they themselves are the results of an affection.^ It is plain 
that many changes of colour take place because of affections. 
When a man is ashamed, he blushes ; when he is afraid, he 
becomes pale, and so on. So true is this, that when a man 
IS is by nature liable to such affections, arising from some 
concomitance of elements in his constitution, it is a probable 
inference that he has the corresponding complexion of skin. 
For the same disposition of bodily elements, which in the 
former instance was momentarily present in the case of an 
access of shame, might be a result of a man’s natural 
temperament, so as to produce the corresponding colouring 
also as a natural characteristic. All conditions, therefore, 
ao of this kind, if caused by certain permanent and lasting 
affections, are called affective qualities. For pallor and 
duskiness of complexion are called qualities, inasmuch as 
we are said to be such and such in virtue of them, not only 
if they originate in natural constitution, but also if they 
as come about through long disease or sunburn, and are 
difficult to remove, or indeed remain throughout life. For 
in the same way we are said to be such and such because of 
these. 

Those conditions, however, which arise from causes which 
may easily be rendered ineffective or speedily removed, are 
called, not qualities, but affections : for we are not said to be 
30 such and such in virtue of them. The man whe blushes 
through shame is not said to be a constitutional blusher, 
nor is the man who becomes pale through fear said to be 
constitutionally pale. He is said rather to have been 

affected. Thus such conditions are called affections, not 
qualities. 


colours seen in inanimate objects are presumably to be called 
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In like manner there are affective qualities and affections 
of the soul. That temper with which a man is born and 35 
which has its origin in certain deep-seated affections is 
called a quality. I mean such conditions as insanity, lo^ 
irascibility, and .so on : for people are said to be mad or 
irascible in virtue of thc.se Similarly those abnorm.il 
psychic states which are not inborn, but arise from the 
concomitance of certain other elements, and are difficult to 
remove, or altogether permanent, are called qualities, for in .s 
virtue of them men are .said to be such and such. 

Those, however, which arise from causes easily rendeicd 
ineffective are called affections, not qualities. Suppose that 
a man is irritable when vexed : he is not even spoken of as a 
bad-tempered man, when in .such circumstances he loses his 
temper somewhat, but rather is said to be affected. Such 
conditions are therefore termed, not qualities, but affections. 10 

The fourth sort of quality is figure and the shape that 
belongs to a thing ; and besides this, straightness and 
curvedness and any other qualities of this type ; each of 
these defines a thing as being such and such. Because it is 
triangular or quadrangular a thing is said to have a specific 
character, or again because it is straight or curved ; ' in fact 15 
a thing’s shape in every case gives rise to a qualification 
of it. 

Rarity and density, roughness and smoothness, seem to be 
terms indicating quality : yet these, it would appear, really 
belong to a class different from that of quality. For it is 
rather a certain relative position of the parts composing the 
thing thus qualified which, it appears, is indicated by each 
of these terms. A thing is dense, owing to the fact that its 20 
parts are closely combined with one another ; rare, because 
there are interstices between the parts ; smooth, because its 
parts lie, so to speak, evenly; rough, because some parts 
project beyond others. 

There may be other sorts of quality, but those that are a.s 
most properly so called have, we may safely say, been 
enumerated. 

* Read tv yop rpiyavov ... tv tvSv in 11. I4i 15 with Waitz. 
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These, then, are qualities, and the things that take their 
name from them as derivatives, or are in some other wky 
dependent on them, are said to be qualified in some specific 
way.' In most, indeed in almost all cases, the name of that 
30 which is qualified is derived from that of the quality. Thus 
the terms ‘whiteness’, ‘grammar’, ‘justice’, give us the 
adjectives ‘ white ’, ‘ grammatical ’, ‘ just ’, and so on. 

There are some cases, however, in which, as the quality 
under consideration has no name, it is impossible that those 
possessed of it should have a name that is derivative. For 
instance, the name given to the runner or boxer, who is so 
35 called in virtue of an inborn capacity, is not derived from 
io‘’that of any quality; for those capacities have no name 
assigned to them. In this, the inborn capacity is distinct 
from the science, with reference to which men are called, e.g., 
boxers or wrestlers. Such a science is classed as a disposi- 
tion ; it has a name, and is called ‘ boxing ’ or ‘ wrestling ’ 
as the case may be, and the name given to those disposed 
in this way is derived from that of the science. 

5 Sometimes, even though a name exists for the quality, 
that which takes its character from the quality has a name 
that is not a derivative. For instance, the upright man 
takes his character from the possession of the quality of 
integrity, but the name given him is not derived from the 
word ‘integrity’. Yet this does not occur often. 

We may therefore state that those things are said to be 
10 possessed of some specific quality which have a name derived 
from that of the aforesaid quality, or which are in some 
other way dependent on it. 

One quality may be the contrary of another ; thus justice 
is the contrary of injustice, whiteness of blackness, and so on. 
The things, also, which are said to be such and such in virtue 
of these qualities, may be contrary the one to the other; 
for that which is unjust is . contrary to that which is just, 
15 that which is white to that which is black. This, however, 
is not always the case. Red, yellow, and such colours, 
though qualities, have no contraries. 


rhLTil® “"1 *■“ however, often used in this 

chapter as equivalent to jroidnjr : cf. io'> so noiov fi iucnionivt/. 
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If one of two contraries is a quality, the other will also 
be a quality. This will be evident from particular instances, 
if we apply the names used to denote the other categories ; 
for instance, granted that justice is the contrary of injustice 
and justice is a quality, injustice will also be a quality : 20 
neither quantity, nor relation, nor place, nor indeed any other 
category but that of quality, will be applicable properly to 
injustice. So it is with all other contraries falling under the 
category of quality. 2 } 

Qualities admit of variation of degiee. Whiteness is 
predicated of one thing in a greater 01 less degree than of 
another. This is also the case with reference to justice. 
Moreover, one and the same thing may exhibit a quality in 
a greater degree than it did before : if a thing is white, it 
may become whitei . 

Though this is geneially the case, there are exceptions. 
For if we should say that justice admitted of variation of 30 
degree, difficulties might ensue, and this is true with regard 
to all those qualities which aie dispositions. There are 
some, indeed, who dispute the possibility of variation here. 
They maintain that justice and health cannot very well 
admit of variation of degree themselves, but that people 35 
vary in the degree in which they possess these qualities, 
and that this is the case with grammatical learning and all 
those qualities which are classed as dispositions. However 
that may be, it is an incontrovertible fact that the things 
which in virtue of these qualities are said to be what they 
are vary in the degree in which they possess them ; for one 
man is said to be better versed in grammar, or more healthy 
or just, than another, and so on. 

The qualities expressed by the terms ' triangular ’ and s 
‘ quadrangular ’ do not appear to admit of variation of degree, 
nor indeed do any that have to do with figure. For those 
things to which the definition of the triangle or circle is 
applicable are all equally triangular or circular. Those, on 
the other hand, to which the same definition is not applic- 
able, cannot be said to differ from one another in degree ; 
the square is no more a circle than the rectangle, for to 10 
neither is the definition of the circle appropriate. In short, 
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if the definition of the term proposed is not applicable to 
both objects, they cannot be compared. Thus it is not all 
qualities which admit of variation of degree. 

15 Whereas none of the characteristics I have mentioned are 
peculiar to quality, the fact that likeness and unlikeness can 
be predicated with reference to quality only, gives to that 
category its distinctive feature. One thing is like another 
only with reference to that in virtue of which it is such and 
such ; thus this forms the peculiar mark of quality. 
to We mu.st not be disturbed because it may be argued that, 
though proposing to discuss the category of quality, we 
have included in it many relative terms. We did say that 
habits and dispositions were relative. In practically all 
such cases the genus is relative, the individual not. Thus 
knowledge, as a genus, is explained by reference to somc- 
15 thing else, for we mean a knowledge of something. Rut 
particular branches of knowledge arc not thus explained. 
The knowledge of grammar is not relative to anything 
external, nor is the knowledge of music, but these, if relative 
at all, are relative only in virtue of their genera; thus 
30 grammar is said to be the knowledge of something, not the 
grammar of something ; similarly music is the knowledge of 
something, not the music of something. 

Thus individual branches of knowledge are not relative. 
And it is because we possess these individual branches of 
knowledge that we are said to be such and such. It is the.se 
that we actually possess : we arc called , experts because 
we possess knowledge in .some particular branch. Those 
35 particular branches, therefore, of knowledge, in virtue of 
which we are sometimes said to be such and such, are them- 
selves qualities, and arc not relative. Further, if anything 
should happen to fall within both the category of quality 
and that of relation, there would be nothing extraordinary 
in classing it under both these heads. 

Action and affection both admit of contraries and also 9 
of variation of degree. Heating is the contrary of cooling, 
being heated of being cooled, being glad of being vexed. 
Thus they admit of contraries. They also admit of varia- 
.s tion of degree : for it is possible to heat in a greater or less 
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degiee ; also to be heated in a greater 01 less degree. Thus 
action and affection also admit of vaiiation of d^ree. So 
much, then, is stated with itgaid to these categories. 

We spoke, moi cover, of the category of position when we 
were dealing with that of relation, and stated that such 
terms derived iheii names from those of the corresponding 
attitudes. 

As foi the lest, time, place, state, since they aie easily 10 
intelligible, I say no more about them than was said at the 
beginning, that in the category of state are included such 
states as ' shod ‘ ai med ’, m that of place ‘ m the Lyceum ’ 
and so on, as was explained before. 

10 The pioposed categories have, then, been adequately 15 
dealt with. 

We must next explain the vaiious senses in which the 
term ‘opposite’ is used. Things are said to be opposed in 
four senses : (i) as conelatives to one another, (ii) as con- 
tiaiies to one another, (iii) as puvati\es to positives, (iv) as 
affirmatives to negatives 

Let me sketch my meaning in outline. An instance of 
the use of the woid ‘ opposite ’ with refeience to coi relatives 
is afforded by the expressions ‘double’ and ‘half’; with ao 
reference to contraries by ‘ bad ’ and ‘ good ’ Opposites in 
the sense of ‘piivatives’ and ‘posithes’ are ‘blindness’ 
and ‘ sight ’ ; in the sense of affirmatives and negatives, the 
propositions ‘ he sits ’, ‘ he does not sit’. 

(i) Pairs of opposites which fall undei the catcgoiy of 
1 elation aie explained by a refcience of the one to the other, 
the leference being indicated by the preposition ‘of’ or by a, 
some other pieposition. Thus, double is a relative term, 
for that which is double is explained as the double of some- 
thing. Knowledge, again, is the opposite of the thing 
known, in the same sense; and the thing known also is 
explained by its relation to its opposite, knowledge. For 30 
the thing known is explained as that which is known by 
something-, that is, by knowledge. Such things, then, as 
are opposite the one to the other in the sense of being 
correlatives aie explained by a reference of the one to the 
other. 
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(IS) ef \aMdn aie cmDitraiics auc noft in any 

way utetdepea^em/Li S%iit aunc ouoitsairy the cnc to iJie olbcr. 
a The good is not sp oilmen <c«f 2% the good ef the bad, bat as 
the cmiraty ef the laJ^ rtii is •*?!he spokea of as the Tihite 
the btaek, but u {'".e c:>.tr2Tj cj the hlaci. These t^^o 
la* types of opposHkr' are rhereftre c’stinct. Those contrartes 
whidi are sudi that the - jhjects ir. 'ix-hich the>’ are naturally 
present, or of which the;-* are pred* rated, must recessariJy 
conhun either the one or the ot'er of them, have no inter- 
mediate, but those in the case of ’Ahich no such necessity 
obtaios, always ha.e an intermediate. Thus disease and 
? health are naturaliy p-c=ent in :he body of an animal, and 
it is necessary that either the oi e or the other should be 
present in the body of an animal Odd and even, again, 
are predicated of n'.mber and it is necessarj* that the one 
or the other should be present in numbers. Now there is 
no intermediate bet.,een the terms of either of these two 
pairs. On the other hand in those contraries vith regard 
10 to which no such necessity obtain-, we find an intermediate. 
Blackness and whiteness arc naturally present in the body, 
but it is not necessary that either the one or the other should 
be present in the body, inasmuch as it is not true to say that 
everybody must be white or black. Badness and goodness, 
«S again, arc predicated of man and of many other things, but 
it is not necessary that either the one quality or the other 
should be present in that of which they are piedicated: it 
i.s not true to say that everything that may be good or bad 
must be either good oi bad These pairs of contraiies have 
intermediate.s : the intermediates between white and black 
are giey, sallow, and all the other colours that come between ; 
the intermediate between good and bad is that which is 
neither the one nor the other. 

*0 Some intermediate qualities have names, such as grey 
and sallow and all the other colours that come between 
white and black ; in other cases, however, it is not easy to 
name the intermediate, but we must define it as that which 
is fwt either extreme, as in the case of that which is neither 
tf good nor bad, neither just nor unjust. 

(iii) ‘Privatives’ and 'positives’ have reference to the 
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same sidtject Thn% and blhKlness have t^tetewce te 
the cfc. It is a unoversaJ rate that eadt oT a (»air ef 
oppodtes of this type has rdeience to tihat to the 

partiailar * pasito-e ’ :s natora?. We say that that xdtich fe 
capable of some particular facultj' er pcssession has sulKbied 
privation a-hea the fatuity or possession m question in jfa 
no way present in that in which, ard .at rite time at whkh, 
it should naturally be present. We do not call that tooth' 
less which has not teeth, or that blind which has not s^t, 
but rather that which has not teeth or sight at the time 
when by nature it should. For there arc some creatures 
which from birth are without sight, ot w ithout teeth, but 
these are not called toothless or blind. 

To be without some faculty or to possess it is not thejji 
same as the corresponding ‘ privative ' oi ‘ positive *. ‘ Sight ‘ 
is a ‘positive’, ‘blindne-s’ a *priv.utve’. but ‘to possess 
sight’ is not equivalent to ‘sight’, ‘to be blind' is not 
equivalent to • blindness Klindncss is a ‘ privative*, to be 
blind is to be in a state of privation, but is not a ‘ privative*. 
Moreover, if ‘blindness' were equivalent to ‘being blind’, 
both would be predicated of the same subject ,* but though 40 
a man is said to be blind, he is bj- no means said to be 
blindness. 

To be in a state of ‘ possession * is, it appears, the opposite la’’ 
of being in a state of ■ priv-ation ’, just as 'positives’ and 
‘privatives’ themselves are opposite. There is the same 
type of antithesis in both cases ; for just as blindness is 
opposed to sight, so is being blind opposed to having sight, .s 

That which is affirmed or denied is not itself affirmation 
or denial. By ‘affirmation’ we mean an affirmative pro- 
position, by ‘ denial ’ a negative. Now, those facts which 
form the matter of the affirmation or denial are not proposi- 
tions ; yet these two are said to be opposed in the same 10 
sense as the affirmation and denial, for in this case also the 
type of antithesis is the same. For as the affirmation is 
opposed to the denial, as in the two propositions ‘ he sits 
‘ he does not sit ’, so also the fact which constitutes the 
matter of the proposition it; one case is opposed to that in 
the other, his sitting, that is to say, to his not sitting. i.^ 
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It is evident that ‘positives’ and ‘privatives’ are not 
opposed each to each in the same sense as relatives. The 
one is not explained by reference to the other ; sight is not 
sight (>/ blindness, nor is any other preposition used to 
indicate the relation. Similarly blindness is not said to be 
ao blindness of sight, but rather, privation of sight. Relatives, 
moreover, reciprocate ; if blindness, therefore, were a rela- 
tive, there would be a reciprocity of relation between it and 
that with which it was correlative. But this is not the case. 
if Sight is not called the sight of blindness. 

That those terms which fall under the heads of ‘ positives ’ 
and ‘ privatives ’ are not opposed each to each as contraries, 
either, is plain from the following facts ; Of a pair of con- 
traries such that they have no intermediate, one or the 
other must needs be present in the subject in which they 
30 naturally subsist, or of which they are predicated ; for it is 
those, as we proved,^ in the case of which this necessity 
obtains, that have no intermediate. Moreover, we cited 
health and disease, odd and even, as instances. But those 
contraries which have an intermediate are not subject to 
any such necessity. It is not necessary that every substance, 
receptive of such qualities, should be either black or white, 
cold or hot, for something intermediate between these 
3.; contraries may very well be present in the subject. We 
proved, moreover, that those contraries have an interme- 
diate in the c.ase of which the said necessity does not obtain. '■' 
Yet when one of the two contraries is a constitutive property 
of the subject, as it is a constitutive property of fire to be 
hot, of snow to be white, it is necessary determinately that 
one of the two contraries, not one or the other, should be 
40 present in the subject ; * for fire cannot be cold, or snow 
black. Thus, it is not the case here that one of the two 
must needs be present in every subject receptive of these 
13“ qualities, but only in that subject of which the one forms a 
constitutive property. Moreover, in such cases it is one 
member of the pair determinately, and not either the one or 
the other, which must be present. 

' 3^8. • nSrf . . . biKTit^, 11. 33-7, is parenthetical. 

.Si,-.: although they have intermediates. 
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In the case of ‘ positives ’ and ‘ privativcb on the othei 
hand, neither of the afoicsaid statements holds good. For 
it is not ^ necessary that a subject receptive of the qualities 
should always have eithei the one oi the other ; that which 5 
has not yet ad\'anced to the state when sight is natural is 
not said eithei to be blind or to see. Thus ‘ positives ’ and 
‘privatives’ do not belong to that class of contiaries which 
consists of those which have no intermediate On the other 
hand, they do not belong either to that class which consists 
of contraries which have an intei mediate. For under cer- 
tain conditions it is necessary that either the one or the 
othei should form pait of the constitution of eveiy appro- 
priate subj'ect. For when a thing has reached the stage 
when It is by nature capable of sight, it will be said either 10 
to see or to be blind, and that in an indeterminate sense, 
signifying that the capacity may be either piesent or absent ; 
foi It is not necessary either that it should see or that it 
should be blind, but that it should be either in the one state 
01 in the othei. Yet in the case of those contiaries which 
have an intermediate we found that it was never necessary 
that either the one or the othei should be piesent in eveiy 
appiopriate subject, but only that in ceitain subjects one of 
the pail should be piesent and that in a deteiminate sense. 

It is, therefore, plain that ‘positives’ and ‘ privatives ’ are i.s 
not opposed each to each in either of the senses in which 
contraiies are opposed. 

Again, in the case of contiaiics, it is possible that there 
should be changes from eithei into the othei, while the 
subject ictains its identity, unless indeed one of the con- 
tiaries is a constitutive piopeity of that subject, as heat is 
of fire For it is possible that that which is healthy should 30 
become diseased, that which is white, black, that which is 
cold, hot, that which is good, bad, that which is bad, good. 
The bad man, if he is being brought into a better way of 
life and thought, may make some advance, however slight, 
and if he should once improve, even ever so little, it is plain 25 
that he might change completely, or at any rate make very 
gieat progress, foi a man becomes more and moie easily 
^ Read oCrc m 1 . 4 with B, C, and Waltz. 
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moved to virtue, however small the improvement was at 
first. It is, therefore, natural to suppo.se that he will make 
yet greater progress than he has made in the past ; and as 
this process goes on, it will change him completely and estab- 
jo lish him in the contrary state, provided he is not hindered 
by lack of time. In the case of ‘ positives ’ and ‘ privatives ’, 
however, change in both directions is impossible. There 
may be a change from possession to privation, but not from 
privation to possession. The man who has become blind 
35 does not regain his sight ; the man who has become bald 
does not regain his hair; the man who has lost his teeth 
does not grow a new set. 

13” (iv) Statements oppose^ as affirmation and negation 
belong manifestly to a class which is distinct, for in this 
case, and in.this case only, it is necessary for the one opposite 
to be true and the other false. 

Neither in the case of contraries, nor in the case of 
correlatives, nor in the case of ‘ positives ’ and ' privatives ’, 
is it necessary for one to be true and the other false. 
5 Health and disease are contraries : neither of them is true 
or false. ‘ Double’ and ‘half’ are opposed to each other as 
correlatives ; neither of them is ti ue or false. The case is 
the same, of course, with regard to ‘ positives ’ and ‘ priva- 
10 tives ’ such as ‘ sight ’ and ‘ blindness In short, where there 
is no sort of combination of woids, truth and falsity have 
no place, and all the opposites we have mentioned so far 
consist of simple words. 

At the same time, when the words which enter into 
opposed statements are contiaiies, these, moie than any 
other set of opposites, would seem to claim this character- 
istic. ‘ Socrates is ill ’ is the contrary of ‘ Socrates is well ’, 
IS but not even of such composite expressions is it true to say 
that one of the pair must always be true and the other 
false. For if Socrates exists, one will be true and the other 
false, but if he does not exist, both will be false ; for neither 
‘ Socrates is ill ’ nor ■ Socrates is well ’ is true, if Socrates 
does not exist at all. 

aa In the case of ‘ positives ’ and ‘ privatives if the subject 
does not exist at all, neither proposition is true, but even if 
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the subject exists, it is not always tlic fact that one is true 
and the other false. Eor ‘ Socrates has sight ’ is the oppo- 
site of ‘ Socrates is blind ’ in the sense of the word ‘opposite’ 
which applies to possession and privation. Now if Socrates 
exists, it is not necessary that-one should be true and the 
other false, for when he is not yet able to acquire the power 
of vision, both are false, as also if Socrates is altogether as 
non-existent. 

But in the case of affirmation and negation, whether the 
subject exists or not, one is always false and the other true. 

For manifestly, if Socrates exists, one of the two proposi- 
tions ‘ Socrates is ill ’, ‘ Socrates is not ill ’, is true, and the 30 
other false. This is likewise the case if he does not exist ; for 
if he does not exist, to say that he is ill is false, to say that he 
is not ill is true. Thus it is in the case of those opposites 
only, which are opposite in the sense in which the term is 
used with reference to affirmation and negation, that the 
rule holds good, that one of the pair must be true and 
the other false. 35 

II That the contrary of a good is an evil is shown by induc- 
tion : the contrary of health is disease, of courage, cowardice, 
and so on. But the contrary of an evil is sometimes a 14^ 
good, sometimes an evil. For defect, which is an evil, has 
excess for its contrary, this also being an evil, and the 
mean, which is a good, is equally the contrary of the one 
and of the other. It is only in a few cases, however, that 
we see instances of this : in most, the contrary of an evil is 5 
a good. 

In the case of contraries, it is not always necessary that if 
one exists the other should also exist : for if all become 
healthy there will be health and no disease, and again, if 
everything turns white, there will be white, but no black. 
Again, since the fact that Socrates is ill is the contrary 10 
of the fact that Socrates is well, and two contrary conditions 
cannot both obtain in one and the same individual at the same 
time, both these contraries could not exist at once : for if 
that Socrates was well was a fact, then that Socrates was ill 
could not possibly be one. 
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15 It ii plain that contiary attiibutes must needs be present 
in subjects which belong to the same species 01 genus. 
Disease and health requite as their subject the body of an 
animal ; white and black lequire a body, without further 
qualification; justice and injustice requiie as theii subject 
the human soul. 

Moreovei, it is necessaiy that paiis of contiaries should 
in all cases eithei belong to the same genus 01 belong to 
30 contrary geneia 01 be themselves gcncia. While and black 
belong to the same genus, colour; justice and injustice, to 
contrary genera, viitue and vice; while good and evil do 
not belong to genera, butaie themselves actual genera, with 
35 terms undei them. 

Theie aie four senses in which one thing can be said to be 12 
‘ prior’ to another. Primaiily and most propeily the term 
has reference to time- in this sense the woid is used to 
indicate that one thing is older 01 more ancient than 
anothei, foi the expiessions ‘ oldei ’ and ‘moic ancient’ 
imply greatei length of time. 

Secondly, one thing is said to be ‘piior’ to anothei 
30 when the sequence of their being cannot be re\ ersed. In 
thij sense ‘one’ is ‘piior’ to ‘two’. For if ‘two’ exists, 
it follows directly that ‘ one’ must exist, but if ‘ one ’ exists, 
it does not follow necessarily that ‘ two ’ exists thus the 
sequence subsisting cannot be leversed. It is agieed, then 
that when the sequence of two things cannot be icveised, 
then that one on which the othei depends is called ‘ prio' ’ 

.35 to that other. 

In the third place, the teim ‘ prior ’ is used with lefeiencc 
to any oider, as in the case of science and of oiatory. Foi 
in sciences which use demonstiation there is that which is 
piior and that which is posterior in order , in geometiy, 
14’’ the elements are prior to the propositions , in reading and 
wi iting,* the letters of the alphabet are prioi to the syllables. 
Similarly, in the case of speeches, the exordium is prioi 
in oidei to the nairative 

j ij Ypa/ifiaruc^, though generally most conveniently translated 
grammai , has .1 wider connot.-ition than the English word. 
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Besides these senses of the word, there is a fourth. That 
which is better and more honourable is said to have a 
natural priority. In common parlance men speak of those s 
whom they honour and love as ‘ coming first ’ with them. 
This sense of the word is perhaps the most far-fetched.- 

Such, then, are the different senses in which the term 
‘ prior ’ is used. 

Yet it would seem that besides those mentioned there is lo 
yet another. For in those things, the being of each of 
which implies that of the other, that which is in any way 
the cause may reasonably be said to be by nature ‘ prior ’ to 
the effect. It is plain that there are instances of this. The 
fact of the being of a man carries with it the truth of the 
proposition that he is, and the implication is reciprocal : for 15 
if a man is, the proposition wherein we allege that he is is 
true, and conversely, if the proposition wherein we allege 
that he is is true, then he is. The true proposition, 
however, is in no way the cause of the being of the man, but 
the fact of the man's being does seem somehow to be the ao 
cause of the truth of the proposition, for the truth or 
falsity of the proposition depends on the fact of the man’s 
being or not being. 

Thus the word ‘ prior ’ may be used in five senses. 

13 The term ‘ simultaneous ’ is primarily and most appropri- 
ately applied to those things the genesis of the one of which 
is simultaneous with that of the other ; for in such cases aj 
neither is prior or posterior to the other. Such things are 
said to be simultaneous in point of time. Those things, 
again, are ‘ simultaneous ’ in point of nature, the being of 
each of which involves that of the other, while at the same 
time neither is the cause of the other’s being. This is the 
casie with regard to the double and the half, for these are 
reciprocally dependent, since, if there is a double, there is also 30 
a half, and if there is a half, there is also a double, while at 
the same time neither is the cause of the being of the 
other. 

Again, those species which are distinguished one from 
another and opposed one to another within the same genus 
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are said to be ‘ simultaneous ’ in nature. I mean those 
species which are ■ distinguished each from each by one 
35 and the same method of division. Thus the ' winged ’ species 
is simultaneous with the ‘ terrestrial ’ and the ‘ water ’ 
species. These are distinguished within the same genus, 
and are opposed each to each, for the genus ‘ animal ’ has 
the ‘ winged the ' terrestrial and the ‘ water ’ species, and 
no one of these is prior or posterior to another ; on the 
contrary, all such things appear to be 'simultaneous’ in 
15* nature. Each of these also, the terrestrial, the winged, and 
the water species, can be divided again into subspecies. 
Those species, then, also will be ‘ simultaneous ’ in point of 
nature, which, belonging to the same genus, are dis- 
tinguished each from each by one and the same method of 
differentiation. 

5 But genera are prior to species, for the sequence of their 
being cannot be reversed. If there is the species ‘water- 
animal ’, there will be the genus ‘ animal ’, but granted the 
being of the genus ‘ animal ’, it does not follow necessarily 
that there will be the species ‘ water-animal ’. 

Those things, therefore, are said to be ‘ simultaneous ’ in 
nature, the being of each of which involves that of the other, 
while at the same time neither is in any way the cause of 
10 the other’s being ; those species, also, which are dis- 
tinguished each from each and opposed within the same 
genus. Those things, moreover, are ‘ simultaneous ’ in the 
unqualified sense of the word which come into being at 
the same time. 

There are six sorts of movement : generation, destruction, 
increase, diminution, alteration, and change of place. 

15 It is evident in all but one case that all these sorts of 
movement are distinct each from each. Generation is 
distinct from destruction, increase and change of place from 
diminution, and so on. But in the case of alteration it may 
be argued that the process necessarily implies one or other 
ao of the other five sorts of motion. This is not true, for we 
may say that all affections, or nearly all, produce in us an 
alteration which is distinct from all other sorts of motion, 
for that which is affected need not suffer either increase or 
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diminution or any of the other sorts of motion. Thus altera- 
tion is a distinct sort of motion ; for, if it were not, the *5 
thing altered would not only be altered, but would forth- 
with necessarily suffer increase or diminution or some one of 
the other sorts of motion in addition ; which as a matter of 
fact is not the case. Similarly that which was undergoing 
the process of increase or was subject to some other sort of 
motion would, if alteration were not a distinct form of motion, . 
necessarily be subject to alteration also. But there are 
some things which undergo increase but yet not alteration. 
The square, for instance, if a gnomon is applied to it, under- 30 
goes increase but not alteration,' and so it is with all other 
figures of this sort. Alteration and increase, therefore, are 
distinct. 

Speaking generally, rest is the contrary of motion. But is** 
the different forms of motion have their own contraries in 
other forms ; thus destruction is the contrary of generation, 
diminution of increase, rest in a place, of change of place. 

As for this last, change in the reverse direction would seem 
to be most truly its contrary ; thus motion upwards is the 5 
contrary of motion downwards and vice versa. 

In the case of that sort of motion which yet remains, of 
those that have been enumerated, it is not easy to state 
what is its contrary. It appears to have no contrary, 
unless one should define the contrary here also either as 
‘ rest in its quality ’ or as ‘ change in the direction of the 
contrary quality ’, just as we defined the contrary of change lo 
of place either as rest in a place or as change in the reverse 
direction. For a, thing is altered when change of quality 
takes place ; therefore either rest in its quality or change 
in the direction of the contrary quality may be called the 
contrary of this qualitative form of motion. In this way 
becoming white is the contrary of becoming black ; there is 13 
alteration in the contrary direction, since a change of a 
qualitative nature takes place. 

'5 The term ‘ to have ’ is used in various senses. In the 
first place it is used with reference to habit or disposition or 

• ' As in the figure ID . the square remains a square, though in- 
creased in area by the addition of fhe gnomon. 
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any other quality, for we are said to ‘ have ’ a piece of know- 
ledge or a virtue. Then, again, it has reference to quantity, 
30 as. for instance, in the case of a man's height ; for he is 
said to ‘ have ’ a height of three cubits or four cubits. It is 
used, moreover, with regard to apparel, a man being said to 
‘ have ’ a coat or tunic ; or in respect of something which 
we have on a part of ounselves, as a ring on the hand : or in 
respect of something which is a part of us, as hand or foot. 
The term refers also to content, as in the case of a vessel 
and wheat, or of a jar and wine ; a jar is said to ‘ have ’ 
35 wine, and a corn-measure wheat. The expression in such 
cases has reference to content. Or it refers to that which 
has been acquired ; we are said to ‘ have ’ a house or a field. 
A man is also said to ‘ have ’ a wife, and a wife a husband, 
and this appears to be the most remote meaning of the 
30 term, for by the use of it we mean simply that the husband 
lives with the wife. 

Other senses of the word might perhaps be found, but the 
most ordinary ones have all been enumerateci. 
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DE I NTERPRETATIONE 

I First we must define the terms ‘ noun ’ and ‘ verb then i6* 
the terms 'denial’ and 'affirmation’, then ‘proposition’ and 
‘ sentence ’. 

Spoken words are the symbols of mental experience and 
written words are the symbols of spoken words. Just as s 
all men have not the same writing, so all men have not the 
same speech sounds, but the mental experiences, which 
these directly symbolize, are the same for all, as also are 
those things of which our experiences are the images. This 
matter has, however, been discussed in my treatise about 
the soul, for it belongs to an investigation distinct from 
that which lies before us.* 

As there are in the mind thoughts which do not involve 
truth or falsity, and also those which must be either true or lo 
false, so it is in speech. For truth and falsity imply com- 
bination and separation. Nouns and verbs, provided no- 
thing is added, are like thoughts without combination or 
separation ; ‘ man ’ and ‘ white ’, as isolated terms, are not rs 
yet either true or false. In proof of this, consider the word 
‘ goat-stag ’. It has significance, but there is no truth or 
falsity about it, unless ‘ is ’ or ‘ is not ’ is added, either in the 
present or in some other tense. 

a By a noun we mean a sound significant by convention, 
which has no reference to time, and of which no part is 
significant apart from the rest. In the noun ‘ Fairsteed ’, 
the part ‘ steed ’ has no significance in and by itself, as in 
the phrase ‘ fair steed ’. Yet there is a difference between 
simple and composite nouns; for in the former the part 
is in no way significant, in the latter it contributes to the 35 
meaning of the whole, although it has not an independent 

* Great difficulty has been found in discovering any passage of the 
De Anima to which this can refer. Maier is probably right in holding 
that this sentence should come after the next two (after aXtiOh, 1. 13), 
and refers to Dt An. 430* 36-8. 
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meaning. Thus in the word ‘pirate-boat’ the word ‘boat’ 
has no meaning except as part of the whole word.^ 

The limitation ‘ by convention ’ was introduced because 
nothing is by nature a noun or name — it is only so when 
it becomes a symbol ; inarticulate sounds, such as those 
which brutes produce, are significant, yet none of these 
constitutes a noun. 

JO The expression ‘ not-man ’ is not a noun. There is in- 
deed no recognized term by which we may denote such an 
expression, for it is not a sentence or a denial. Let it then 
be called an indefinite noun.^ 

The expressions ‘ of Philo ’, ‘ to Philo ’, and so on, con- 
16 ’’ stltute not nouns, but cases of a noun. The definition of 
these cases of a noun is in other respects the same as that 
of the noun proper, but, when coupled with ‘is’, ‘was’, or 
‘will be’, they do not, as they are, form a proposition either 
true or false, and this the noun proper always does, under 
these conditions. Take the words ‘ of Philo is ’ or ‘ of Philo 
is not’; these words do not, as they stand, form either 
5 a true or a false proposition. 

A verb is that which, in addition to its proper meaning, 3 
carries with it the notion of time. No part of it has any 
independent meaning, and it is a sign of something said 
of something else. 

I will explain what I mean by saying that it carries with 
it the notion of time. ‘ Health’ is a noun, but ‘ is healthy ’ 
is a verb ; for besides its proper meaning it indicates the 
present existence of the state in question, 
lo Moreover, a verb is always a sign of something said of 
something else, i. e. of something either predicable of or 
present in some other thing. 

Such expressions as ‘ is not-healthy ’, ‘ is not-ill ’, I do not 
describe as verbs; for though they carry the additional 
note of time, and always form a predicate, there is no 
specified name for this variety; but let them be called 

* i.e. as in the case of a chemical compound, so in that of compound 
words, the elements, being amalgamated into one whole, cease to 

nave tneir own nartimlar ' 
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indefinite verbs, since they apply equally well to that which 15 
exists and to that which does not. 

‘ Similarly ' he was healthy ‘ he will be healthy are not 
verbs, but tenses of a verb ; the difference lies in the fact 
that the verb indicates present time, while the tenses of the 
verb indicate those times which lie outside the present. 

Verbs in and by themselves are substantival and have 
significance, for he who uses such expressions arrests the 
hearer’s mind, and fixes his attention ; but they do not, 
as they stand, express any judgement, either positive or 
negative. For neither are ‘to be ' and ‘ not to be ' and the 
participle ‘ being ’ significant of any fact,^ unless something 
is added ; for they do not themselves indicate anything, but 
imply a copulation, of which we cannot form a conception 
apart from the things coupled. 

4 A sentence is a significant portion of speech,* some parts 
of which have an independent meaning, that is to say, as an 
utterance, though not as the expression of any positive 
judgement.® Let me explain. The word ‘human’ has 
meaning, but does not constitute a proposition, either posi- 
tive or negative. It is only when other words are added 
that the whole will form an affirmation or denial. But if .^o 
we separate one syllable of the word ‘ human ' from the 
other, it has no meaning ; similarly in the word * mouse ’, 
the part ‘-ouse’ has no meaning in itself, but is merely 
a sound. In composite words, indeed, the parts contribute 
to the meaning of the whole ; yet, as has been pointed out;* 
they have not an independent meaning. 

Every sentence has meaning, not as being the natural 17“ 
means by which a physical faculty is realized, but, as we 
have said, by convention. Yet every sentence is not a pro- 
position ; only such are propositions as have in them either 
truth or falsity. Thus a prayer is a sentence, but is neither 
true nor false. 

* The words ‘to be’ and ‘not to be' are here regarded* in their 
strictly copulative sense. 

* Omit Kara <Tvv 6 riKt]p in 1 . 26 with' D, C, Amm., Boeth., and Waits. 

'' Omit Ij dir 6 t/>a<ns in 1 . 28 with B, C, Amm., and Waits. 

* Cf. 16*22-26. 
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5 Let us therefore dismiss all other types of sentence but 
the proposition, for this last concerns our present inquiry, 
whereas the investigation of the others belongs rather to the 
study of rhetoric or of poetry.^ 

The first class of simple propositions is the simple affirma- 5 
tion, the next, the simple denial ; all others are only one by 
conjunction. 

10 Every proposition must contain a verb or the tense of 
a verb. The phrase which defines the species ‘ man if no 
verb in present, past, or future time be added, is not a pro- 
position. It may be asked how the expression ‘ a footed 
animal with two feet ’ can be called single ; for it is not the 
circumstance that the words follow in unbroken succession 
that effects the unity. This inquiry, however, finds its 
place in an investigation foreign to that before us.* 

*5 We call those propositions single which indicate a single 
fact, or the conjunction of the parts of which results in 
unity : those propositions, on the other hand, are separate 
and many in number, which indicate many facts, or whose 
parts have no conjunction. 

Let us, moreover, consent to call a noun or a verb an 
expression only, and not a proposition, since it is not 
possible for a man to speak in this way when he is express- 
ing something, in such a way as to make a statement, 
whether his utterance is an answer to a question or an act 
of his own initiation. 

*» To return ; of propositions one kind is simple, i. e. that 
which asserts or denies something of something, the other 
composite, i.e. that which is compounded of simple proposi- 
tions. A simple proposition is a statement, with meaning, 
as to the presence of something in a subject or its absence, 
in the present, past, or future, according to the divisions 
of time. 

*5 An affirmation is a positive assertion of something about 6 
something, a denial a negative assertion. 

* Cf. Poet. I456*>ii. 

* Cf. Met. Z. 12, H.6. Read oi . . . farm 1 , 14 in brackets, with a 
comma following. 
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Now it is possible both to affiim and to deny the presence 
of something which is present or of something which is not, 
and since these same affirmations and denials are possible 
with reference to those times which He outside the present, 
it would be possible to contradict any affirmation or denial. 3° 
Thus it is plain that every affirmation has an opposite 
denial, and similaily every denial an opposite affirmation. 

We will call such a pair of propositions a pair of contra- 
dictories. Those positive and negative propositions are 
said to be contradictory which have the same subject and 
predicate. The identity of subject and of predicate must 35 
not be ‘equivocal’. Indeed theie are definitive qualifica- 
tions besides this, which we make to meet the casuistries 
of sophists. 

7 Some things are universal, others individual. By the 
term ‘ universal ' I mean that which is of such a nature as to 
be predicated of many subjects, by ‘ individual ’ that which 
is not thus predicated. Thus ‘man’ is a universal, ‘Callias’ 4° 
an individual. 

Our propositions necessaiily sometimes concern a uni- 17’’ 
versal subject, sometimes an individual. 

If, then, a man states a positive and a negative proposi- 
tion of universal character with regard to a universal, 
these two propositions are ‘contraiy By the expression S 
‘a proposition of universal character with legard to a uni- 
versal ’, such propositions as ' every man is white ’, ‘ no 
man is white’ are meant. When, on the other hand, the 
positive and negative propositions, though they have regard 
to a universal, are yet not of universal character, they will 
not be contrary, albeit the meaning intended is sometimes 
contrary.^ As instances of propositions made with regard 
to a universal, but not of universal character, we may take 
the propositions ‘man is white’, ‘man is not white’. ‘Man’ Jo 
is a universal, but the proposition is not made as of 
universal character; for the word ‘every’ does not make 
the subject a universal, but rather gives the proposition a 

J Read a comma after tKavTov L i, a colon after tKaarov 1. 3, and 
place \eyw . . . oMcit Svdpmrot Xcvxdr, 11. Si m brackets, followed by 
a colon. Bonitz has thus cleared up the construction of the sentence. 
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universal character. If, however, both predicate and sub- 
ject are distributed, the proposition thus constituted is 
contrary to truth ; no affirmation will, under such circum- 
15 stances, be true. The proposition ‘ every man is every 
animal ’ is an example of this type. 

An affirmation is opposed to a denial in the sense which 
I denote by the term ‘contradictory’, when, while the 
subject remains the same, the affirmation is of universal 
character and the denial is not. The affirmation ‘every 
man is white ’ is the contradictory of the denial ‘ not every 
man is white ’, or again, the proposition ‘ no man is white ’ 
is the contradictory of the proposition ‘ some men are white 
ao But propositions are opposed as contraries when both the 
affirmation and the denial are universal, as in the sentences 
‘every man is white’, ‘no man is white’, ‘every man is 
just ‘ no man is just ’. 

We see that in a pair of this sort both propositions 
cannot be true, but the contradictories of a pair of contraries 
can sometimes both be true with reference to the same 
as subject ; for instance ‘ not every man is white ’ and ‘ some 
men are white ’ are both true. Of such corresponding 
positive and negative propositions as refer to universals and 
have a universal character,* one must be true and the other 
false. This is the case also when the reference is to in- 
dividuals, as in the propositions ‘Socrates is white’, ‘ Socrates 
is not white ’. 

When, on the other hand, the reference is to universals, 
but the propositions are not universal, it is not always the 
30 case that one is true and the other false, for it is possible to 
state truly that man is white and that man is not white and 
that man is beautiful and that man is not beautiful ; for if a 
man is deformed he is the reverse of beautiful, also if he is 
progressing towards beauty he is not yet beautiful. 

This statement might seem at first sight to carry with it 

' A contraries E 

Every man is white = AT 

's white = E 1 according to 
Some men are white = I f tneusuallog- 

r '*'0 = oJ 

• Strictly ‘ one of which has a universal character 
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a contradiction, owing to the fact that the proposition ‘ man 35 
is not white’ appears to be equivalent to the proposition 
‘no m?n is white This, however, is not the case, nor are 
they necessarily at the same time true or false. 

It is evident also that the denial corresponding to a single 
affirmation is itself single; for the denial must deny just 
that which the affirmation affirms concerning the same 
subject, and must correspond with the affirmation both in 
the universal or particular character of the subject and 18“ 
in the distributed or undistributed sense in which it is 
understood. 

For instance, the affirmation ‘ Socrates is white ’ has its 
proper denial in the proposition ‘ Socrates is not white ’. 

If anything else be negatively predicated of the subject or 
if anything else be the subject though the predicate remain 
the same, the denial will not be the denial proper to that 
affirmation, but one that is distinct. 

The denial proper to the affirmation ‘ every man is white ’ 
is ' not every man is white ’ ; that proper to the affirmation 5 
‘some men are white’ is ‘no man is white’, while that 
proper to the affirmation ‘man is white’ is ‘man is not 
white ’. 

We have shown further that a single denial is contradic- 
torily opposite to a single affirmation and we have explained 
which these are; we have also stated that contrary are 
distinct from contradictory propositions and which the 
contrary are ; also that with regard to a pair of opposite 10 
propositions it is not always the case that one is true and 
the other false.^ We have pointed out. moreover, what the 
reason of this is and under what circumstances the truth of 
the one involves the falsity of the other. 

8 An affirmation or denial is single, if it indicates some one 
fact about some one subject ; it matters not whether the 
subject is universal and whether the statement has a 
universal character, or whether this is not so. Such single 

’ By the words aXijSijs tj as Waits explains, Aristotle means 

avTitpao'iSf rqv fiiv dfi c;(ov<ra r^v dc yjrevdjj. The subcontraiies, 

that is, contradictories of the contraries, may both be true. Cf. 
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propositions are : ‘ every man is white ‘ not every man is 
IS white ’ ; ‘ man is white ‘ man is not white ’ ; ‘no man 
is white ‘ some men are white ’ ; provided the word ‘ white ’ 
has one meaning. If, on the other hand, one word has two 
meanings which do not combine to form one, the affirma- 
tion is not single.^ For instance, if a man should establish 
the symbol ‘ garment ’ as significant both of a horse and of 
30 a man, the proposition ‘garment is white’ would not be a 
single affirmation, nor its opposite a single denial. For it is 
equivalent to the proposition ‘horse and man are white’, 
which, again, is equivalent to the two propositions ‘ horse is 
white’, ‘man is white’. If, then, these two propositions 
have more than a single significance, and do not form 
a single proposition, it is plain that the first proposition 
35 either has more than one significance or else has none ; for a 
particular man is not a horse. 

This, then, is another instance of those propositions of 
which both the positive and the negative forms may be true 
or false simultaneously. 

In the case of that which is or which has taken place, g 
propositions, whether positive or negative, must be true or 
false. Again, in the case of a pair of contradictories, either 
when the subject is universal and the propositions are of a 
3® universal character,* or when it is individual, as has been 
said,® one of the two must be true and the other false ; 
whereas when the subject is universal, but the propositions 
are not of a universal character, there is no such necessity. 
We have discussed this type also in a previous chapter.* 

When the subject, however, is individual, and that which 
is predicated of it relates to the future, the case is altered.® 

* Omit o«8e dir^^iuni fii'a in 1. 19 with B, Amm., and Waitz. 

• Aristotle means that if you start with a universal proposition (A 
or E) and take the corresponding negation (by which he means O or 
I), one must be true and the other false. 

' Cf. i 7''26-9. * cf. I7»> 29-37. 

In this chapter, as Pacius points out, Aristotle deals with four 
possible theories as to contradictory propositions concerning the 
future : (i) that both are true ; this he refutes, 18*34-9, by implication ; 
(2) that one is true and. the other false determinately ; this he deals 
length ; (3) that both are false ; this he dismisses, iS'* 16-25 ; 
(4) one is true and the other false, indeterminately: this last he 
commends, i9*23-*>4, 
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For if all propositions whether positive or negative^ arc 
either true or false, then any given predicate must either 35 
belong to the subject or not, so that if one man af&rms that 
an event of a given character will take place and another 
denies it, it is plain that the statement of the one will 
correspond with reality and that of the other will not. 

For the predicate cannot both belong and not belong to 
the subject at one and the same time with regard to the 
future. 

Thus, if it is true to say that a thing is white, it must 18** 
necessarily be white ; if the reverse proposition is true, it 
will of necessity not be white. Again, if it is white, the 
proposition stating that it is white was true; if it is not 
white, the proposition to the opposite effect was true. And 
if it is not white, the man who states that it is is making 
a false statement ; and if the man who states that it is white 
is making a false statement, it follows that it is not white. 

It may therefore be argued that it is necessary that affirma- 
tions or denials must be either true or false. 

Now if this be so, nothing is or takes place fortuitously, 5 
either in the present or in the future, and there are no real 
alternatives ; everything takes place of necessity and Is 
fixed. For either he that affirms that it will take place or 
he that denies this is in correspondence with fact, whereas 
if things did not take place of necessity, an event might 
just as easily not happen as happen; for the meaning of 
the word ‘fortuitous’ with regard to present or future evfcnts 
is that reality is so constituted that it may issue in either of 
two opposite directions. 

Again, if a thing is white now, it was true before to say 10 
that it would be white, so that of anything that has taken 
place it was always true to say ‘ it is ’ or ' it will be ’. But 
if it was always true to say that a thing is or will be, it is 
not possible that it should not be or not be about to be, 
and when a thing cannot not come to be, it is impossible 

* In 18“ 34, 38 Bekker reads xai, but it seems better to adhere to the 

reading which is that of B, C, Amra., and Waits, since the phrase 
occurs in *29, '’4 in the same sense: i.e. propositions, whether 
positive or negative. 
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that it should not come to be, and when it is impossible 
that it should not come to be, it must come to be. All, 
15 then, that is about to be must of necessity take place. It 
results from this that nothing is uncertain or fortuitous, for 
if it were fortuitous it would not be necessary. 

Again, to say that neither the affirmation nor the denial 
is true, maintaining, let us say, that an event neither will 
take place nor will not take place, is to take up a position 
impossible to defend. In the first place, though facts should 
prove the one proposition false, the opposite would still be 
ao untrue.' Secondly, if it was true to say that a thing was 
both white and large, both these qualities must necessarily 
belong to it ; and if they will belong to it the next day,® 
they must nece-ssarily belong to it the next day.® But if an 
event is neither to take place nor not to take place the next 
day, the element of chance will be eliminated.^ For ex- 
ample, it would be necessary that a sea-fight should neither 
*5 take place nor fail to take place on the next day. 

These awkward results and others of the same kind 
follow, if it is an irrefragable law that of every pair of 
contradictory propositions, whether they have regard to 
universals and are stated as universally applicable, or whether 
they have regard to individuals, one must be true and the 
30 other fal.se, and that there are no real alternatives, but that 
all that is or takes place is the outcome of necessity. 
There would be no need to deliberate or to take trouble, 
on the supposition that if we should adept a certain course, 
a certain result would follow, while, if we did not, the result 
would not follow. For a man may predict an event ten 
thousand years beforehand, and another may predict the 
35 reverse ; that which was truly predicted at the moment in 
the past will ® of necessity take place in the fullness of time. 

' sc. ‘ ex hypothesi : and thus the Law of Excluded Middle would 
be violated ’. 

® Or: ‘if it was true to say that they would belong to it’; and 
below : ‘if it was true to say that an event . . .’. Possibly Pacius is 
right in his contention that liXriS^r tmtiy Sri should be understood 
after ci 8e in both cases. 

’ i 8'»23 read imap^fiv m aupiov with A, B, Amm., and Waits. 

* sc. ‘ and thus this suggestion does not prove any amendment on 
the first’. 

sc. ‘ on our hypothesis '. 
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Further, it makes no difTerence whether people have or 
have not actually made the contradictory statements. For 
it is manifest that the circumstances are not influenced by 
the fact of an affirmation or denial on the part of anyone. 

For events will not take place or fail to take place because 
it was stated that they would or would not take place, noi- 
ls this any more the case if the prediction dates back ten 
thousand years or any other space of time. Wherefore, if 19“ 
through all time the nature of things was so constituted 
that a prediction about an event was true, then through all 
time it was necessary that that prediction should find fulfil- 
ment; and with regard to all events,' circumstances have 
always been such that their occunence is a matter of 
necessity. For that of which someone has said truly that 
it will be, cannot fail to take place ; and of that which takes 5 
place, it was always true to say that it would be. 

Yet this view leads to an impossible conclusion ; for we 
see that both deliberation and action are causative with 
regard to the future, and that, to speak more generally, in 
those things which are not continuously actual there is a 
potentiality in either direction. Such things may either be 10 
or not be; events also therefore may either take place or 
not take place. There are many obvious instances of this. 

It is .possible that this coat may be cut in half, and yet it 
may not be cut in half, but wear out first. In the same way, 
it is possible that it should not be cut in half; unless this 15 
wefe so, it would not be possible that it should wear out 
first. So it is therefore with all other events which possess 
this kind of potentiality. It is therefore plain that it is not 
of necessity that everything is or takes place ; but in some 
instances there are real alternatives, in which case the 
affirmation is no more true and no more false than the 
denial ; while some exhibit a predisposition and general ao 
tendency in one direction or the other, and yet can issue in 
the opposite direction by exception.* 

Now that which is must needs be when it is, and that 
which is not must needs not be when it is not. Yet it can- 

’ sc. ‘ on our hypothesis ’. 

* Bonitz has pointed out that op&ttev 1. f-rouivnip 1. 18 is paren- 
thetical, ^a»tp6» beginning the apodosis of the main sentence. 
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not be said without qualification that all existence and 
non-existence is the outcome of necessity. For there is a 

»5 difference between saying that that which is, when it is, 
must needs be, and simply saying that all that is must 
needs be, and similarly in the case of that which is not. In 
the case, also, of two contradictory propositions this holds 
good. Everything must either be or not be, whether in the 
present or in the future, but it is not always possible to 
distinguish and state determinately which of these alterna- 
tives must necessarily come about. 

30 Let me illustrate. A sea-fight must either take place 
to-morrow or not, but it is not necessary that it should take 
place to-morrow, neither is it necessary that it should not 
take place, yet it is necessary that it either should or should 
not take place to-morrow. Since propositions correspond 
with facts, it is evident that when in future events there is 
a real alternative, and a potentiality in contrary directions, 
the corresponding affirmation and denial have the same 
character. 

35 This is the case with regard to that which is not always 
existent or not always non-existent. One of the two pro- 
positions in such instances must be true and the other 
false, but we cannot say determinately that this or that is 
false, but must leave the alternative undecided. One may 
indeed be more likely to be true than the other, but it cannot 
be either actually true or actually false. It is therefore 
ig*> plain that it is not necessary that of an affirmation and a 
denial one should be true and the other false.^ For in 
the case of that which exists potentially, but not actually, 
the rule which applies to that which exists actually does 
not hold good. The case is rather as we have indicated. 

5 An affirmation is the statement of a fact with regard to 
a subject, and this subject is either a noun or that which has 
no name ; the subject and predicate in an affirmation must 
each denote a single thing. I have already explained * what 
is meant by a noun and by that which has no name ; for 
I stated that the expression ‘ not-man ’ was not a noun, in 
the proper sense of the word, but an indefinite noun, denoting 

‘ sc, a<f>apurfifpms ‘ determinately ’. 

Cf. 16® 19, 30. 
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as it does in a certain sense a single thing. Similarly the 
expression ‘ does not enjoy health ’ is not a verb proper, but 
an indefinite verb. Every affirmation, then, and every denial, lo 
will consist of a noun and a verb, either definite or indefinite. 

There can be no affirmation or denial without a verb ; 
for the expressions ‘ is ' will be ‘ was ‘ is coming to be ’, 
and the like are verbs according to our definition, since be- 
sides their specific meaning they convey the notion of time. 

Thus the primary affirmation and denial are as follows : 

‘ man is ’, ‘ man is not ’. Next to these, there are the propo- >5 
sitions : ‘ not-man is ’, ‘ not-man is not ’. Again we have the 
propositions : ‘ every man is ’, ‘ every man is not ’, ‘ all that 
is not-man is ‘ all that is not-man is not The same classi- 
fication holds good with regard to such periods of time as lie 
outside the present. 

When the verb ‘ is ’ is used as a third element in the 
sentence, there can be positive and negative propositions 
of two sorts.^ Thus in the sentence ‘ man is just ’ the verb 20 
‘ is ’ is used as a third element, call it verb or noun, which 
you will. Four propositions,’® therefore, instead of two can 
be formed with these materials. Two of the four, as 
regards their affirmation and denial, correspond in their 
logical sequence with the propositions which deal with a 
condition of privation ; the other two do not correspond 
with these.* 

* Waitz argues that the use of the word Trpoo-icaTijyopelrai implies 
that the verb ‘to be’ is not here regarded as a copjla, i.e. that the 
sentence (vtI dixaios nvffpanos should be translated 'there is a just 
man’. As a matter of fact, however, when interpreted as strictly 
indefinite, the proposition ‘man is just’ means exactly the same as 
the proposition ‘there is a just man’. An objection to Waitz’s con- 
tention is that Aristotle expressly refuses to define the function of 
r’lTTi' in these propositions, but calls it Svoim ^ pniia. It is difficult to 
see why it should not be defined as pijpa, if it were being used in its 
independent sense. Besides this, in the form of proposition adopted 
by Waitz ‘just man ’ is one term ; the whole therefore consists not of 
three elements, but of two. 

* Four propositions, not four pairs of propositions. The objection 
to Grote’s rendering lies in the fact that while he translates nrrapn 
here as ‘ four pairs ’, he makes to ptv Svo mean one pair (i. e. the second 
pair of the first quaternion) and ra Si Sio another single pair (i.e. the 
second pair of the second quaternion, of which ovk avBptmot is the 
subject). 

* In the subjoined table to which Aristotle refers, D follows from A 
and B from C and the sequence is the same as it would be if ‘ unjust ’ 
were substituted for ‘ not-just ’. 

* Let c represent the proposition ‘ man is unjust ’ and d the proposi- 
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I mean that the veib ‘is’ is added either to the term 
as ‘just’ or to the term ‘not-just’,^ and two negative proposi- 
tions are formed in the same way. Thus we have the four 
propositions. Reference to the subjoined table will make 
matters clear ; 



D. Denial Man is not not-just. C. Affirmation. Man is not-just. 


Here ‘ is ’ and ‘ is not ’ are added either to ‘just ’ or to ‘ not- 
3“ just ’. This then is the pi oper scheme for these propositions, 
as has been said in the Analytics?' The same lule holds 
good, if the subject is distributed. Thus we have the table ; 



D’. Denial. Not every man is C’. Affiimation Lvery man is 

[not-jUit [not-just. 


.35 Yet here it is not possible, in the same way as in the formei 
case, that the propositions joined in the table by a diagonal 
line should both be true , though under certain circumstances 
this is the case.’ 

We have thus set out two pairs of opposite propositions ; 

tion ‘ man is not unjust ’. D and C correspond with d and c, A and 
.P do not 

^ i9'*-25_30. Waitz reads ay 6 pi)ir<f for Bmu'fi and ovk avBpima for 
ou SiKaiif and maintains that in hoth cases is understood before 
avOpairif and that this has m some MSS. caused the easier reading 
iiKaiff, ou SiKaia to supplant the true. The omission of Sixaitf between 
ou and avBpaira is obviously impossible, and there is no other way of 
taking the words, should that reading be adopted. To those, however, 
who consider e’lrri to be the copula in all these propositions, there can 
be no question as to the reading, Sixai',j> and ou SiKotm being necessary 
to the argument. 

* AncUytica Pnora, 51 •’36-5 2“ 17. 

•’ D' and B' may both be true. 
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there are moreover two other pairs, ^ if a term be conjoined * 
with ‘ not-man the latter forming a kind of subject. Thus : 
A". Not-man is just. B". Not-man is not just. 



D". Not-man is not not-just. C". Not-man is not-just. 

This is an exhaustive enumeration of all the pairs of opposite 20^ 
propositions that can possibly be framed. This last group 
should remain distinct from those which preceded it, since 
it employs as its subject the expression ‘ not-man ’. 

When the verb ‘ is ’ does not fit the structure of the 
sentence (for instance, when the verbs ■ walks ’, ‘ enjoys 
health ’ are used), that scheme applies, which applied when 
the word ‘ is ’ was added. 

Thus we have the propositions: ‘every man enjoys health’, 5 
* every man does-not-enjoy-health ‘ all that is not-man en- 
joys health ‘ all that is not-man does-not-enjoy -health ’. 

We must not in these propositions use the expression 
‘ not every man The negative must be attached to the 
word ‘man’, for the word ‘every’ does not give to the 
subject a universal significance, but implies that, as a subject, 
it is distributed. This is plain from the following pairs : 10 
‘ man enjoys health ‘ man does not enjoy health ’ ; ‘ not- 
man enjoys health’, ‘not-man does not enjoy health’. 
These propositions differ from the former in being indefinite 
and not universal in character. Thus the adjectives ‘ every ’ 
and ‘ no ’ have no additional significance except that the 
subject, whether in a positive or in a negative sentence, is 
distributed. The rest of the sentence, therefore, will in each 
case be the same. 15 

Since the contrary of the proposition ‘ every animal is 
just ’ is ‘ no animal is just ’, it is plain that these two proposi- 


^ Here Sio must mean two pairs, whereas ra /uv SOo in 1 . 23 means 
two propositions. This irregularity is not impossible, and the use of 
the feminine here (dvri^iio-Mr being understood) as opposed to the 
neuter above makes all the difference. 

‘ Read irpoartShTor in 1 . 38 with A, B, C, Amm., and Waitz. 
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tions will never both be true at the same time or with 
reference to the same subject. Sometimes, however, the 
contradictories of these contraries will both be true, as in 
the instance before us : the propositions ' not every animal 
is just ’ and ' some animals are just ’ are both true. 

30 Further, the proposition ‘ no man is just ’ follows from the 
proposition ‘every man is not-just’ and the proposition 
‘not every man is not-just’, which is the opposite of ‘every 
man is not-just’, follows from the proposition ‘some men 
are just ’ ; for if this be true, there must be some just men. 

It is evident, also, that when the subject is individual, if a 
question is asked and the negative answer is the true one, 
35 a certain positive proposition is also true. Thus, if the 
question were asked ‘ Is Socrates wise ? ’ and the negative 
answer were the true one, the positive inference ‘Then 
Socrates is unwise’ is correct. But no such inference is 
correct in the case of universals, but rather a negative 
proposition. For instance, if to the question ‘ Is every man 
wise ? ’ the answer is ‘ no the inference ‘ Then eveiy man 
is unwise’ is false. But under these circumstances the 
30 inference ‘ Not every man is wise ’ is correct. This last is 
the contradictory, the former the contrary.* Negative ex- 
pressions,^ which consist of an indefinite noun or predicate, 
such as ‘ not-man ’ or ‘ not-just ’, may seem to be denials con- 
taining neither noun nor verb in the proper sense of the 
words. But they are not. For a denial ftiust always be 
Sa either true or false, and he that uses the expression ‘ not- 
man ’, if nothing more be added, is not nearer but rather 
further from making a true or a false statement than he who 
uses the expression ‘ man 

The propositions ‘ everything that is not man is just and 
the contradictory of this, are not equivalent to any of the 
other propositions; on the other hand, the proposition 
‘everything that is not man is not ju.st ’ is equivalent to the 
40 proposition ‘ nothing that is not man is just ’. 

’ sc, ‘ to that which would form the positive answer to the question ’. 

® a{ . . . avTiKtiiitvai agrees loosely with the succeeding avtxpaaat, 
although the noun is not really applicable. 

’ Presumably because the indefinite noun has less complete meaning 
than the noun proper. 
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The conversion of the position of subject und predicate in ao*’ 
a sentence involves no difference in its meaning. Thus we 
say ‘ man is white ’ and ‘ white is man If these were not 
equivalent, there would be more than one contradictory to 
the same proposition, whereas it has been demonstrated - 
that each proposition has one proper contradictory and one 
only. For of the proposition ‘ man is white ’ the appropriate 
contradictory is 'man is not white’, and of the proposition 5 
' white is man ’, if its meaning be different, the contradictory 
will either be ‘ white is not not-man ’ or ‘ white is not man ’. 
Now the former of these is the contradictory of the proposi- 
tion 'white is not-man’, and the latter of these is the 
contradictory of the proposition ‘man is white’;'' thus there 
will be two contradictories to one proposition. 

It is evident, therefore, that the inversion of the relative 10 
position of subject and predicate does not affect the sense 
of affirmations and denials. 

II There is no unity about an affirmation or denial which, 
either positively or negatively, predicates one thing of 
many subjects, or many things of the same subject, unless 
that which is indicated by the many is really some one 
thing. 

I do not apply this word ‘ one ’ to those things which, 15 
though they have a single recognized name, yet do not 
combine to form a unity. Thus, man may be an animal, 
and biped, and domesticated, but these three predicates 
combine to form a unity. On the other hand, the predicates 
‘white’, ‘man’, and ‘walking’ do not thus combine. Neither, 
therefore, if these three form the subject of an affirmation, 
nor if they form its predicate, is there any unity about that 20 
affirmation. In both cases the unity is linguistic, but not real. 

> Aristotle has in mind the case where the inversion is purely 
rhetorical, ‘ man ’ remaining grammatical subject. 

> Cf. ly^sS. 

* Aristotle really begs the question here, when he states that ‘ white 
is not man’ is the denial of ‘man is white’. Pacius explains that 
‘man is not white ’ and ‘ man is while ' are in exactly the same relation 
each to each as ‘ white is not man ’ and ' man is white ’, and that there- 
fore ‘white is not man* and 'man is not white’ are identical. This 
seems fair, but is in itself sufficient to prove the point at issue at once. 

The argument of the whole, therefore, is unnecessarily complicated. 
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If therefore the dialectical question is a request for an 
answer, i. e. either for the admission of a premiss or for the 
admission of one of two contradictories — and the premiss is 
itself always one of two contradictories — the answer to such 
a question as contains the above predicates cannot be a single 
25 proposition.^ For as I have explained in the Topics^ the 
question is not a single one, even if the answer asked for is 
true. 

At the same time it is plain that a question of the form 
* what is it ? ’ is not a dialectical question, for a dialectical 
questioner must by the form of his question give his opponent 
the chance of announcing one of two alternatives, whichever 
he wishes. He must therefore put the question into a more 
30 definite form, and inquire, e. g., whether man has such and 
such a characteristic or not. 

Some combinations of predicates are such that the separate 
predicates unite to form a single predicate. Let us consider 
under what conditions this is and is not possible. We may 
either state in two separate propositions that man is an 
animal and that man is a biped, or we may combine the 
two, and state that man is an animal with two feet. Similarly 
we may use ‘ man ' and ‘ white ’ as separate predicates, or 
35 vinite them into one. Yet if a man is a shoemaker and is 
also good, we cannot construct a composite proposition and 
say that he is a good shoemaker. For if, whenever two 
separate predicates truly belong to a subject, it follows that 
the predicate resulting fiom their combination also truly 
belongs to the subject, many absurd results ensue. For 
instance, a man is man and white. Therefore, if predicates 
may always be combined, he is a white man. Again, if the 
predicate ‘ white belongs to him, then the combination 
of that predicate with the former composite predicate will 
be permissible. Thus it will be right to say that he is a 


Aristotle has shown that the affirmation which contains more than 
one predicate is not single: he here proves the same about the 

if. type, and ’ts answer. Incidentally he 

refutes the argument that the reason why the question and answer are 

question is alternative ^ "0^! 
^ dialectical question is always implicitly alternative 
even if the second part is not expressed. ^ 

Topica, viii. 7 ; Soph. 'El. 169*6, lysf 39 sqq., 181*36 sqq. 
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white white man and so on indefinitely. Or, again, we may 4° 
combine the predicates ‘musical’, ‘white’, and ‘walking’, 
and these may be combined many times.^ Similarly we ai“ 
may say that Socrates is Socrates and a man, and that 
therefore he is the man Socrates, or that Socrates is a man 
and a biped, and that therefore he is a two-footed man.‘‘ 
Thus it is manifest that if a man states unconditionally that s 
predicates can always be combined, many absurd con- 
sequences ensue. 

We will now explain what ought to be laid down. 

Those predicates, and terms forming the subject of pre- 
dication, which are accidental either to the same subject 
or to one another, do not combine to form a unity. Take lo 
the proposition ‘man is white of complexion and musical’. 
Whiteness and being musical do not coalesce to form a unity, 
for they belong only accidentally to the same subject. Nor 
yet, if it were true to say that that which is white is musical, 
■would the terms ‘ musical ’ and ‘ white ’ form a unity, for it 
is only incidentally that that which is musical is white; the 
combination of the two will, therefore, not form a unity. 

Thus, again, whereas, if a man is both good and a shoe- 
maker, we cannot combine the two propositions and say 
simply that he is a good shoemaker,* we arc, at the .same 
time, able to combine the predicates ‘ animal ’ and ‘ biped ’ 
and say that a man is an animal with two feet, for these 15 
predicates are not accidental. 

Those predicates, again, cannot form a unity, of which 
the one is implicit in the other: thus we cannot combine 
the predicate ‘white’ again and again with that which 
already contains the notion ‘ white ’, nor is it right to call a 
man an animal-man or a two-footed man ; for the'notions 
‘ animal ’ and ‘ biped ’ are implicit in the word ‘ man ’. On 
the other hand, it is possible to predicate a term simply of 

* Omit tit mrtipov in 1. 2 with B, C, Amm., and Waitz. 

• 21*3, 4. The reading of A, B, Amm.: i.e. in tl 6 ^mpuTijt 

'SaKpanjt mi SvOpairot, mi StDKpdri;! mi tl itvSpairot mi iinovt, 

mi avOpanrot Siirmt, is here chosen, since that of C, which Bekker 
adopts, does not seem to give any satisfactory sense, and is not 
intrinsically more likely to be correct. 

’ Omit 6 in 1. 14 with C. 



ai* DE INTERPRETATIONE 

any one instance, and to say that some one particular man 
30 is a man or that some one white man is a white man. 

Yet this is not always possible; indeed, when in the 
adjunct there is some opposite which involves a contradiction, 
the predication of the simple term is impossible. Thus it is 
not right to call a dead man a man. When, however, this 
is not the case, it is not impossible. 

Yet the facts of the case might rather be stated thus : 
when some such opposite elements are present, resolution is 
35 never possible, but when they are not present, resolution is 
nevertheless not always possible. Take the proposition 
‘ Homer is so-and-so ’, say ‘ a poet ' ; does it follow that 
Homer is, or does it not? The verb ‘is’ is here used of 
Homer only incidentally, the proposition being that Homer 
is a poet, not that he is, in the independent sense of the word. 

Thus, in the case of those predications which have within 
30 them no contradiction when the nouns are expanded into 
definitions, and wherein the predicates belong to the subject^ 
in their own proper sense and not in any indirect way, the 
individual may be the subject of the simple propositions as 
well as of the composite. But in the case of that which is 
not, it is not true to say that because it is the object of 
opinion, it is ; for the opinion held about it is that it is not, 
not that it is. 

As these distinctions have been made, we must consider la 
35 the mutual relation of those affirmations and denials which 
assert or deny possibility or contingency, impossibility or 
necessity : for the subject is not without difficulty. 

We admit that of composite expressions those are 
contradictory each to each which have the verb ‘to be ’ in 
its positive and negative form respectively. Thus the 
contradictory of the proposition ‘ man is ’ is * man is not ’, 
ai^ not ‘ not-man is and the contradictory of ‘ man is white ’ is 
‘ man is not white ’, not ' man is not-white *. For otherwise, 
since either the positive or the negative proposition is true 
of any subject, it will turn out true to say that a piece of 
wood is a man that is not white.* 

* Reading Korifyoptlrai in 1. 30 . 

It is plain that if two propositions are contradictory, either one or 
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Now if this is the case, in those propositions which do 5 
not contain the verb ‘ to be ’ the verb which takes its place 
will exercise the same function. Thus the contradictory of 
' man walks ’ is ‘ man does not walk not ‘ not-man walks ’ ; 
for to say ‘ man walks ’ is merely equivalent to saying ‘ man 
is walking 

If then this rule is universal, the contradictory of ' it may 10 
be ’ is ‘ it may be’, not ‘ it cannot be’.^ 

Now it appears that the same thing both may and may 
not be ; for instance, everything that may be cut or may 
walk may also escape cutting and refrain from walking ; and 
the reason is that those things that have potentiality in this 
sense are not always actual. In such cases, both the positive 15 
and the negative propositions will be true ; for that which is 
capable of walking or of being seen has also a potentiality 
in the opposite direction. 

But since it is impossible that contradictory propositions 
should both be true of the same subject, it follows that ‘ it 
may »o/ be’ is not the contradictory of ‘it may be’. For 
it is a logical consequence of what we have said, either that 
the same predicate can be both applicable and inapplicable 
to one and the same subject at the same time, or that it is 20 
not by the addition of the verbs ‘ be ’ and ‘ not be ’, respect- 
ively, that positive and negative propositions are formed. 

If the former of these alternatives must be rejected, we 
must choose the latter. 

The contradictory, then, of ‘ it may be ’ is ‘ it cannot be ’. 
The same rule applies to the proposition ‘it is contingent 
that it should be’; the contradictory of this is ‘it is not 
contingent that it should be ’. The similar propositions, 25 
such as ‘ it i.s necessary ’ and ‘ it is impossible ’, may be dealt 
with in the same manner. For it comes about that just as 
in the former instances the verbs ‘is’ and ‘is not’ were 
added to the subject-matter of the sentence ‘ white ' and 
‘ man ’, so here ‘ that it should be ' and ‘ that it should not be ’ 

the other predicate must belong to any subject. Thus, since the pro- 
position ‘ a piece of wood is a white man ’ is not true, the contradictory 
of this proposition must be true. 

^ «’ . . . SvyuTov (Ivat • 38-*’ IS forms one sentence, ft . . . avOpamw 
^3-5 and ovSev . . . jSaSlfovra flvat '’9, lo being parentheses within it. 

So Bonitz. 
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30 are the subject-matter and ‘ is possible ‘ is contingent are 
added. These indicate that a certain thing is or is not 
possible, just as in the former instances ‘is’ and ‘is not' 
indicated that certain things were or were not the case.^ 

The contradictory, then, of ‘it may not be’ is not ‘it 
cannot be ’, but ‘ it cannot not be ’, and the contradictory of 
‘it may be’ is not ‘it may not be’, but ‘it cannot be’. 

35 Thus the propositions ‘ it may be ’ and ‘ it may not be ’ 
appear each to imply the other ; for, since these two proposi- 
tions are not contradictory , the same thing both may and may 
not be. But the propositions ‘ it may be ’ and ‘ it cannot 
be ’ can never be true of the same subject at the same time, 
aa'for they are contradictory. Nor can the propositions ‘it 
may not be ’ and ‘ it cannot not be ’ be at once true of the 
same subject. 

The propositions which have to do with necessity are 
governed by the same principle. The contradictory of ‘ it is 
necessary that it should be ’ is not ‘ it is necessary that it 
should not be ’, but ‘ it is not necessary that it should be ', 
5 and the contradictory of ‘ it is necessary that it should not 
be ’ is ‘ it is not necessary that it should not be ’. 

Again, the contradictory of ‘ it is impossible that it should 
be ’ is not ‘ it is impossible that it should not be ’ but ‘ it is 
not impossible that it should be and the contradictory of 
' it is impossible that it should not be ’ is ‘ it is not impossible 
that it should not be ’. 

To generalize, we must, as has been stated, define the 
clauses ‘ that it should be ’ and ‘ that it should not be ’ as the 
subject-matter of the propositions, and in making these terms - 

10 into affirmations and denials we must combine them with 
‘ that it should be ’ and ‘ that it should not be' respectively. 

We must consider the following pairs as contradictory 
propositions : 

It may be. It cannot be. 

It is contingent. It is not contingent. 

It is impossible. It is not impossible. 

It is necessary. It is not necessary. 

It is true. It is not true. 

* Omit the comma in 1 . 31 with Mmer. 

’ sc. possible, contingent, impossible, necessary. 
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13 Logical sequences follow in due course when we have 
arranged the propositions thus. From the proposition ‘it 15 
may be ’ * it follows that it is contingent, and the relation is 
reciprocal. It follows also that it is not impossible and not 
necessary. 

F rom the proposition ‘ it may not be ' or ‘ it is contingent 
that it should not be ’ it follows that it is not necessary that 
it should not be and that it is not impossible that it should 
not be. From the proposition ‘it cannot be’ or ‘it is not 
contingent ’ it follows that it is necessary that it should not 
be and that it is impossible that it should be. From the 20 
proposition ‘ it cannot not be ’ or ‘ it is not contingent that 
it should not be ’ it follows that it is necessary that it should 
be and that it is impossible that it should not be. 

Let us consider these statements by the help of a table : 


A. It may be. 

It is contingent. 

It is not impossible that it 
should be. 

It is not necessary that it 
should be. 


B. It cannot be. 

It is not contingent. 25 
It is impossible that it 
should be. 

It is necessary that it 
should not be.* 


C. It may not be. 

It is contingent that it 
should not be. 

It is not impossible that 
it should not be. 

It is not necessary that 
it should not be. 


D. It cannot not be. 

It is not contingent that it 
should not be. 

It is impossible that it 30 
should not be. 

It is necessary that it 
should be. 


Now the propositions ‘ it is impossible that it should be ‘ 
and ‘ it is not impossible that it should be ’ are consequent 
upon the propositions ‘ it may be ‘ it is contingent and ‘ it 
cannot be ‘ it is not contingent the contradictories upon 
the contradictories. But there is inversion. The negative 


' Read duvar^ in * 15, 17, 19, 20, 34, 36) ^ 18, 24, and tyiexoiui»p in 
''17, 19, 21, with A, B, and, in most cases, C. 

* Aristotle here gives the wrong denial to ovk maryKalov nmi. Pacius 
explains that he is here following former logicians, in order to expose 
their false reasoning. In 22^“ 10 he points out the flaw and in 22^ 22 
gives the correct table, exchanging the position of ovk avaynatov tuxu 
and o^K dvnyKatov fiij tivai. 
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of the proposition ‘ it is impossible ’ is consequent upon the 
35 proposition ‘ it may be ’ and the corresponding positive in 
the first case upon the negative in the second. For ‘it is 
impossible ' is a positive proposition and ‘ it is not impos- 
sible ’ is negative. 

We must investigate the relation subsisting between these 
propositions and those which predicate necessity. That 
there is a distinction is clear. In this case, contrary proposi- 
tions follow respectively from contradictory propositions, 
and the contradictory propositions belong to separate 
sequences. For the proposition ‘it is not necessary that 
it should be ’ is not the negative of ‘ it is necessary that it 
M** should not be’, for both these propositions may be true of 
the same subject ; for when it is necessary that a thing should 
not be, it is not necessary that it should be. The reason 
why the propositions predicating necessity do not follow in 
the same kind of sequence as the rest, lies in the fact that 
the proposition ‘it is impossible’ is equivalent, when used 
with a contrary subject, to the proposition ‘ it is necessary’. 

5 For when it is impossible that a thing should be, it is 
necessary, not that it should be, but that it should not be, 
and when it is impossible that a thing should not be, it is 
necessary that it should be. Thus, if the propositions 
predicating impossibility or non-impossibility follow with- 
out change of subject from those predicating possibility or 
non-possibility, those predicating necessity must follow with 
the contrary subject ; for the propositions ‘ it is impossible’ 
and ‘ it is necessary ’ are not equivalent, but, as has been 
said, inversely connected. 

10 Yet perhaps it is impossible that the contradictory pro- 
positions predicating necessity should be thus arranged. 
For when it is necessary that a thing should be, it is possible 
that it should be. (For if not, the opposite follows, since 
one or the other must follow ; so, if it is not possible, it is 
impossible, and it is thus impossible that a thing should be, 
which must necessarily be ; which is absurd.) 

. Yet from the proposition ‘ it may be ’ it follows that it is 

1 5 not impossible, and from that it follows that it is not neces- 
sary; it comes about therefore that the thing which must 
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necessarily be need not be; which is absurd. But again, 
the proposition ‘ it is necessary that it should be ' does not 
follow from the proposition ‘it may be’, nor does the proposi- 
tion ‘ it is necessary that it should not be For the pro- 
position ‘ it may be ’ implies a twofold possibility, while, if 
either of the two former propositions is true, the twofold 
possibility vanishes. For if a thing may be, it may also not 20 
be, but if it is necessary that it should be or that it should 
not be, one of the two alternatives will be excluded. It 
remains, therefore, that the proposition ‘ it is not necessary 
that it should not be ’ follows from the proposition ‘ it may 
be’. For this is true also of that which must neces- 
sarily be. 

Moreover the proposition ‘it is not necessary that it 
should not be ’ is the contradictory of that which follows 
from the proposition ‘ it cannot be ’ ; for ‘ it cannot be ’ »5 
is followed by ‘ it is impossible that it should be ’ and by 
‘ it is necessary that it should not be ’, and the contradictory 
of this is the proposition ‘ it is not necessary that it should 
not be '. Thus in this case also contradictory propositions 
follow contradictory in the way indicated, and no logical 
impossibilities occur when they are thus arranged. 

It may be questioned whether the proposition 'it may be’ 
follows from the proposition ‘ it is necessary that it should 
be ’. If not, the contradictory must follow, namely that it 30 
cannot be, or, if a man should maintain that this is not the 
contradictory, then the proposition ‘ it may not be ’. 

Now both of these are false of that which necessarily is. 
At the same time, it is thought that if a thing may be cut 
it may also not be cut, if a thing may be it may also not 
be, and thus it would follow that a thing which must 
necessarily be may possibly not be ; which is false. It is 35 
evident, then, that it is not always the case that that 
which may.be or may walk possesses also a potentiality in 
the other direction. There are exceptions. In the first 
place we must except those things which possess a poten- 
tiality not in accordance with a rational principle, as fire 
possesses the potentiality of giving out heat, that is, an 
irrational capacity. Those potentialities which involve a 
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fational principle are potentialities of more than one result, 
23 ^ tEat is, of contrary results ; those that are irrational are not 
always thus constituted. As I have said, fire cannot both 
heat and not heat, neither has anything that is always 
actual any twofold potentiality. Yet some ' even of those 
potentialities which are irrational admit of opposite results. 

5 However, thus much has been said to emphasize the truth 
that it is not every potentialitj' which admits of opposite 
results, even where the word is used always in the same 
sense. 

But in some cases the word is used equivocally. For the 
term ‘possible* is ambiguous, being used in the one case 
with reference to facts, to that which is actualized, as when 
a man is said to find walking possible because he is actually 
walking, and generally rvhen a capacity is predicated 
10 because it is actually realized ; in the other case, with 
reference to a state in which realization is conditionally 
practicable, as when a man is said to find walking possible 
because under certain conditions he would walk. This last 
sort of potentiality belongs only to that which can be in 
motion, the former can exist also in the case of that which 
has not this power. Both of that which is walking and is 
actual, and of that which has the capacity though not 
necessarily realized, it is true to say that it is not impossible 
that it should walk (or, in the other case, that it should be), 
IS but while we cannot predicate this latter kind of potentiality 
of that which is necessary in the unqualified sense of the 
word, we can predicate the former. 

Our conclusion, then, is this : that since the universal is 
consequent upon the particular, that which is necessary 
is also possible, though not in every sense in which the 
word may be used.® 

We may perhaps state that necessity and its absence are 

* Aristotle alludes to the twofold potentiality possessed by inanimate 
things, in virtue of which they may be either affected or not affected, 
aSj^e.g., a cloak may be either cut or not cut. 

Just as, if the species may be predicated of a certain thing, the 
genus or universal may also be predicated, so, if necessity is predicated 
of an event, possibility may also be predicated, provided that sense of 
the word which includes the negative possibility be rejected. 
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the initial principles of existence and non-existence, and 
that all else must be regarded as posterior to these. 

It is plain from what has been said that that whidr is 
of necessit}- is actual. Thus, if that which is eternal is prior, 
actuality also is prior to potentiality.' Some things are 
actualities without potentiality, namely, the primary sub- 
stances ; - a second class consists of those things which are 
actual but also potential, whose actuality is in nature prior 
to their potentiality, though posterior in time ; " a third jj 
class comprises those things which are never actualized, but 
are pure potentialities.* 

14 The question arises whether an affirmation finds its 
contrary in a denial or in another affirmation ; whether the 
proposition ‘ every' man is just ' finds its contrary in the pro- 
position ‘ no man is just ’, or in the proposition ‘ every man is 
unjust ’. Take the propositions ‘ Callias is just ‘ Callias 
is not just ’, ‘ Callias is unjust ’ ; we have to discover which 
of these form contraries. 

Now if the spoken word corresponds w ith the judgement 
of the mind, and if, in thought, that judgement is the con- 
trary of another, which pronounces a contrary fact, in the 
way, for instance, in which the judgement ‘every man is 
just’ pronounces a contrary to that pronounced by the 
judgement ‘ every' man is unjust ’, the same must needs hold 3, 
good with regard to spoken affirmations. 

But if, in thought, it is not the judgement which pro- 
nounces a contrary fact that is the contrary of another, 
then one affirmation will not find its contrary in another, 
but rather in the corresponding denial. We must therefore 
consider which true judgement is the contrary of the false, 
that which forms the denial of the false judgement or that 
which affirms the contrary fact. 

' The argument is this : the necessa^ is actual, 

the necessary is also a first principle, i.e. eternal, 
that which is eternal is prior, 

.'. the actual is prior to the potential. 

’ i.e. God and the intelligences that move the heavenly bodies. 

Cf. Met. A. 6 and 6. 1050*’ 3-ig. 

’ i.e. TO <l>ffnpTa. Cf. e. 1049'’ 10-1050* 23. 

* Aristotle means such things as a maximal number, a minimal 
magnitude, or a void ; cf. Met. 0 . 1048*' 9-17. 
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40 Let me illustrate. There is a true judgement concerning 
that which is good, that it is good ; another, a false judge- 
ment, that it is not good ; and a third, which is distinct, 
as** that it is bad. Which of these two is contrary to the true ? 
And if they are one and the same, which mode of expres- 
sion forms the contrary ? 

It is an error to suppose that judgements are to be defined 
as contrary in virtue of the fact that they have contrary 
subjects ; for the judgement concerning a good thing, that 
it is good, and that concerning a bad thing, that it is bad, 
5 may be one and the same, and whether they are so or not, 
they both represent the truth. Yet the subjects here are 
contrary. But judgements are not contrary because they have 
contrary subjects, but because they are to the contrary effect. 

Now if we take the judgement that that which is good is 
good, and another that it is not good, and if there are at 
the same time other attributes, which do not and cannot 
belong to the good, we must nevertheless refuse to treat as 
the contraries of the true judgement those which opine 
that some other attribute subsists which does not subsist, 
TO as also those that opine that some other attribute does not 
subsist which does subsist, for both these classes of judge- 
ment are of unlimited content.^ 

Those judgements must rather be termed contrary to 
the true judgements, in which error is present. Now these 
judgements are those which are concerned with the starting 
points of generation, and generation is the passing from one 
extreme to its opposite ; * therefore error is a like transition. 
*5 Now that which is good is both good and not bad. The 
first quality is part of its essence, the second accidental ; 
for it is by accident that it is not bad. But if that true 
judgement is most really true, which concerns the subject’s 
intrinsic nature, then that false judgement likewise is most 
really false, which concerns its intrinsic nature. Now the 
judgement that that which is good is not good is a false 
judgement concerning its intrinsic nature, the judgement 


’ sc. whereas there can be only one contrary. 

* For this sense of the word avnuiiuvov cf. Met. d. la. 
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that it is bad is one concerning that which is accidental. 
Thus the judgement which denies the truth of the true ao 
judgement is more really false than that which positively 
asserts the presence of the contrary quality. But it is the 
man who forms that judgement which is contrary to the true 
who is most thoroughly deceived, for contraries are among 
the things which differ most widely within the same class.^ 

If then of the two judgements one is contrary to the true 
judgement, but that which is contradictory is the more 
truly contrary, then the latter, it seems, is the real contraiy.® 
The judgement that that which is good is bad is composite. 35 
For presumably the man who forms that judgement must at 
the same time understand that that which is good is not good. 

Further, the contradictory is either always the contrary 
or never ; therefore, if it must necessarily be so in all other 
cases, our conclusion in the case just dealt with would seem 
to be correct. Now where terms have no contrary, that 30 
judgement is false, which forms the negative of the true ; 
for instance, he who thinks a man is not a man forms a 
false judgement. If then in these cases the negative is the 
contrary, then the principle is universal in its application. 

Again, the judgement that that which is not good is not 
good is parallel with the judgement that that which is good 
is good. Besides these there is the judgement that that 
which is good is not good, parallel with the judgement 
that that which is not good is good. Let us consider, 35 
therefore, what would form the contrary of the true judge- 
ment that that which is not good is not good. The 
judgement that it is bad would, of course, fail to meet 
the case, since two true judgements are never contrary and 
this judgement might be true at the same time as that with 

* Cf. Cat. 6* 17. 

* The argument of this passage is, shortly, this : 

Error consists in the transition in thought from one judgement to 
its opposite extreme. 

The idea ‘ not good ’ is further removed from ‘ good ’ than the idea 
‘ bad *. .'. complete error consists in the transition from the judgement 
that that which is good is good to the judgement that it js not gMd. 

But (repeating the statement ovStfiiav Btriov . . . nXX’ i» Sa-ait toriw ^ 
diruTi;) it is the man who holds the contrary judgement to the true who 
suffers most completely from error. 

' not good ’ is the contrary of ‘good 
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which it is connected. For since some things which are not 
good are bad, both judgements may be true. Nor is the 
judgement that it is not bad the contrary, for this too might 
be true, since both qualities might be predicated of the same 
40 subject. It remains, therefore, that of the judgement con- 
cerning that which is not good, that it is not good, the 
34“ contrary judgement is that it is good ; for this is false. In 
the same way, moreover, the judgement concerning that 
which is good, that it is not good, is the contrary of the 
judgement that it is good. 

It is evident that it will make no difference if we univer- 
salize the positive judgement, for the universal negative 
S judgement will form the contrary. For in.stancc, the con- 
trary of the judgement that everything that is good is 
good is that nothing that is good is good. For the judge- 
ment that that which is good is good, if the subject be 
understood in a universal sense, is equivalent to the judge- 
ment that whatever ’ is good is good, and this is identical 
with the judgement that everything that is good is good. 
We may deal similarly with judgements concerning that 
which is not good. 

34** If therefore this is the rule with judgements, and if 
spoken affirmations and denials are judgements expressed 
in words, it is plain that the universal denial is the con- 
trary of the affirmation about the same subject. Thus 
the propositions ‘ everything good is good ’, ‘ every man is 
good ’, have for their contraries the propositions ‘ nothing 
S good is good ’, ‘ no man is good ’. The contradictory propo- 
sitions, on the other hand, are ‘ not everything good is good ’, 
‘ not every man is good 

It is evident, also, that neither true judgements nor true 
propositions * can be contrary the one to the other. For 
whereas, when two propositions are true, a man may state 
both at the .same time without inconsistency, contrary 
propositions are those which state contrary conditions, 
and contrary conditions cannot subsist at one and the 
same time in the .same subject. 

* Omit 6 in 1. 7 with C and Amm. 

’ Read avrirfmini/ in 1. 7 with Amm. and Waitz. 
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BOOK I 

We must first state the subject of our inquiry and the 24“ ro 
faculty to which it belongs: its subject is demonstration 
and the faculty that carries it out demonstrative science?. 

We must next define a premiss, a term, and a syllogism, 
and the nature of a perfect and of an imperfect syllogism ; 
and after that, the inclusion or non-inclusion of one term in 
another as in a whole, and what we mean by predicating 
one term of all, or none, of another. 

A premiss then is a sentence affirming or denying one 
thing of another. This is either universal or particular or 
indefinite. By universal I mean the statement that some- 
thing belongs to all or none of something else ; by particular 
that it belongs to soiiie or not to some or not to all ; by 
indefinite that it does or does not belong, without any mark 
to show whether it is universal or particular, e.g. ‘ contraries 
are subjects of the same science or ‘ pleasure is not good ’. 

The demonstrative premiss differs from the dialectical, 
because the demonstrative premiss is the assertion of one of 
two contradictory statements (the demonstrator does not 
ask for his premiss, but lays it down), whereas the dialectical 
premiss depends on the adversary’s choice between two as 
contradictories. But this will make no difference to the 
production of a syllogism in either case; for both the 
demonstrator and the dialectician argue syllogistically after 
stating that something does or does not belong to some- 
thing else. Therefore a syllogistic premiss without qualifica- 
tion will be an affirmation or denial of something concerning 
something else in the way we have described ; it will be 
demonstrative, if it is true and obtained through the first .i° 
principles of its science ; while a dialectical premiss is the 
giving of a choice between two contradictories, when a man 
is proceeding by question, but when he is syllogizing it 

834301 o 
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is the assertion of that which is apparent and generally 
admitted, as has been said in the Topics} The nature then 
of a premiss and the difference between syllogistic, demon- 
strative, and dialectical premisses, may be taken as sufficiently 
15 defined by us in relation to our present need, but will be 
stated accurately in the sequel.* 

1 call that a term into which the premiss is resolved, 
i. e. both the predicate and that of which it is predicated, 

‘ being ’ being added and ‘ not being ’ removed, or vice versa. 

A syllogism is discourse in which, certain things being 
stated, something other than what is stated follows of 
so necessity from their being so. I mean by the last phrase 
that they produce the consequence, and by this, that no 
further term is required from w ithout in order to make the 
consequence necessary. 

I call that a perfect syllogism which needs nothing other 
than what has been stated to make plain what necessarily 
follows ; a syllogism is imperfect, if it needs either one or 
*5 more propositions, which arc indeed the necessary conse- 
quences of the terms set down, but have not been expressly 
stated as premisses. 

That one term should be included in another as in a whole 
is the same as for the other to be predicated of all of the 
first. And we say that one term is predicated of all of 
another, whenever no instance^of the subject can be found 
of which the other term cannot be asserted : ' to be predi- 
30 cated of none ’ must be understood in the same way. 

35* Every premiss states that something either is or must be a 
or may be the attribute of something else ; of premisses of 
these three kinds some are affirmative, others negative, in 
respect of each of the three modes of attribution ; again 
some affirmative and negative premisses are universal, 

5 others particular, others indefinite. It is necessary then 
that in universal attribution the terms of the negative 
premiss should be convertible, e.g. if no pleasure is good, 
then no good will be pleasure ; the terms of the affirmative 

* ioo»39 , io4 »8. 

* The nature of demonstrative premisses is discussed in the Post. 
An. ; that of dialectical premisses in the Topics. 
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must be convertible, not however universally, but in part, 
e. g. if every pleasure is good, some good must be pleasure ; 
the particular affirmative must convert in part (for if some >o 
pleasure is good, then some good will be pleasure) ; but the 
particular negative need not convert, for if some animal is 
not man, it does not follow that some man is not animal. 

First then take a universal negative with the terms 
A and B. If no B is A, neither can any A he B. For if 15 
some-j 4 (say C) were B, it would not be true that no B 
is A] for is a B. But if every B is A, then some A 
is B. For if no A were B, then no B could be A. But 
we assumed that every B is A. Similarly too, if the premiss ao 
is particular. For if some 5 is ..- 1 , then some of the Aa 
must be B. For if none were, then no B would be A. 

But if some B is not A, there is no necessity that some 
of the As should not be S; e.g. let B stand for animal 
and A for man. Not every animal is a man ; but every >5 
man is an animal. 

3 The same manner of conversion will hold good also in 
respect of necessary premisses. The universal negative 
converts universally ; each of the affirmatives converts into 
a particular. . If it is necessary that no is .1^, it is necessary 30 
also that no A is B, For if it is possible that some A is B, 
it would be possible also that some B is A. If all or some B 
is A of necessity, it is necessary also that some A is B: for 
if there were no necessity, neither would some of the Bs be A 
necessarily. But the particular negative does not convert, 35 
for the same reason which we have already stated.^ 

In respect of possible premisses, since possibility is used 
in several senses (for we say that what is necessary and what 
is not necessary and what is potential is possible), affirma- 
tive statements will all convert in a manner similar to those 40 
described.* For if it is possible that all or some B is A, it 
will be possible that some A is B. For if that were not 35" 
possible, then no B could possibly be A. This has been 
already proved.* But in negative statements the case is 
different. Whatever is said to be possible, either because B 

* IL la, aa-6. • In H. 7-13. ’ »ao-a. 
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necessarily is A,^ or because B is not necessarily A, admits 
5 of conversion like other negative statements, e. g. if one 
should say, it is possible that man is not horse, or that no 
garment is white. For in the former case the one term 
necessarily does not belong to the other ; in the latter there 
is no necessity that it should : and the premiss converts like 
other negative statements. For if it is possible for no man 
lo to be a horse, it is also admissible for no horse to be a man ; 
and if it is admissible for no garment to be white, it is also 
admissible for nothing white to be a garment. For if any 
white thing must be a garment, then some garment will 
necessarily be white. This has been already proved.* The 
particular negative also must be treated like those dealt 
with above.® But if anything is said to be possible because 
15 it is the general rule and natural (and it is in this way we 
define the possible), the negative premisses can no longer 
be converted like the simple negatives ; the universal nega- 
tive premiss does not convert, and the pai ticular does. This 
will be plain when we speak about the possible.* At present 
we may take this much as clear in addition to what has been 
»o said ; the statement that it is possible that no B is A or 
some B is not A is affirmative in form : for the expression 
‘ is possible ’ ranks along with ‘ is ’, and ‘ is ’ makes an affirma- 
tion always and in every case, whatever the terms to which 
it is added in predication, e. g. ‘ it is not-good ’ or ‘ it is not- 
white’ or in a word ‘it is not-this’. But this also will be 
25 proved in the sequel.® In conversion these premisses will 
behave like the other affirmative propositions. 

After these distinctions we now state by what means, 4 
when, and how every syllogism is produced ; subsequently® 
we must speak of demonstration. Syllt^sm should be 
discussed before demonstration, because syllogism is the 
30 more general : the demonstration is a sort of syllogism, 
but not every syllogism is a demonstration. 

Whenever three terms are so related to one another that 
the last is contained in the middle as in a whole, and the 

’ Omit fir) in 1 . 4 with A, B, Phil., and Waitz. * “ 14-17. 

In “12. * CO 13, 17. * c. 46. 

‘ In the Posterior Analytics. 
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middle is either contained in, or excluded from, the first 
as in or from a whole, the extremes must be related by 
a perfect syllogism. I call that term middle which is itself 35 
contained in another and contains another in itself: in 
position also this comes in the middle. By extremes 
I mean both that tci-m which is itself contained in another 
and that in which another is contained. If ^ A is predicated 
of all B, and B of all C, A must be predicated of all C : we 
have already explained ^ what we mean by ‘ predicated of 40 
air. Similarly also, if A is predicated of no B, and B of 26* 
all C, it is necessary that no C will be A. 

But * if the first term belongs to all the middle, but the 
middle to none of the last term, thei e will be no syllogism 
in respect of the extremes ; for nothing necessary follows 
from the terms being .so related ; for it is possible that the 
first should belong either to all or to none of the last, so 5 
that neither a particular nor a universal conclusion is 
necessary. But if there is no nece.ssary consequence, there 
cannot be a syllogism by means of these premisses. As an 
example of a universal affirmative relation between the 
extremes we may take the terms animal, man, horse ; of a 
universal negative relation, the terms animal, man, stone. 
Nor® again can a syllogism be formed when neither the 
first term belongs to any of the middle, nor the middle to :o 
an}' of the last. As an example of a positive relation 
between the extremes take the terms science, line, medicine : 
of a negative relation science, line, unit. 

If then the terms are universally related, it is clear in this 
figure when a .syllogism will be possible and when not, and 
that if a syllogism is possible the terms must be related as 15 
described, and if they are so related there will be a syllogism. 

But if one term is reiated universally, the other in part 
only, to its subject, there must be a perfect syllogism 
whenever universality is posited with reference to the major 
term either affirmatively or negatively, and particularity 
with reference to the minor term affirmatively : but whenever ao 


’ Barbara, major .<4, minor 
’ Celarent, major E, minor A. 
” Major E, minor E. 


' 24»’28. 

* Major A, minor E. 
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the universality is posited in relation to the minor term, 
or the terms are related in any other way, a syllogism is 
impossible. I call that term the major in which the middle 
is contained and that term the minor which comes under 
the middle. Let ' all B he A and some C be B. Then if 
* predicated of all ’ means what was said above,^ it is necessary 
as that some C is A. And ® if no 5 is A, but some C is B, it is 
necessary that some C is not A. (The meaning of ‘ predi- 
cated of none’ has also been defined.*) So there will be a 
perfect syllogism. This holds good also if the premiss BC^ 
should be indefinite, provided that it is affirmative : for we 
shall have the same syllogism whether the premiss is 
indefinite or particular. 

30 But if the universality is posited with respect to the minor 
term either affirmatively or negatively, a syllogism will not 
be possible, whether the major premiss is positive or n^a- 
tive, indefinite or particular: e. g.“ if some B is or is not 
and all C is B. As an example of a positive relation between 
35 the extremes take the terms good, state, wisdom : of a nega- 
tive relation, good, state, ignorance. Again ’ if no C is B, 
but some B is or is not A, or not every B is A, there cannot 
be a syllogism. Take the terms white, horse, swan : white, 
horse, raven. The same terms may be taken also if the 
premiss BA is indefinite. 

ae* Nor when the major premiss is universal, whether affirma- 
tive or negative, and the minor premiss is negative and 
particular, can there be a syllogism, whether the minor 
premiss be indefinite or particular : e. g.® if all B is A, and 
some C is not B, or if not all C is B. For the major term 
may be predicable both of all and of none of the minor, 
5 to some of which the middle term cannot be attributed. 
Suppose the terms are animal, man, white : next take some 
of the white things of which man is not predicated — swan 

’ Darii. ’ 24'’ 28. • Ferio. * 24’* 30. 

' The Aristotelian formula for the proposition, AB, in which B 
represents the subject and A the predicate belongs to E£), has 
bnn retained throughout, because in most places this suits the context 
better than the modern formula in which A represents the subject and 
B the {dedicate. * Major I or O, minor A. 

’ Major / or 0 , minor E. • Major A, minor 0 % 
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and snow: animal is predicated of all of the one, but of 
none of the other. Consequently there cannot be a syllogism. 
Again * let no B be A, but let some C not be B. Take the lo 
terms inanimate, man. white : then take some white things of 
which man is not predicated — swan and snow : the term in- 
animate is predicated of all of the one, of none of the other. 

Further since it is indefinite to say some C is not B, and 
it is true that some C is not B, whether no C is B, or not all 15 
C is B, and since if terms are assumed .such that no C is B^ 
no .syllogism follows (this has already been stated *), it is 
clear that this arrangement of terms"’ will not afford a 
syllogism: otherwise one would have been possible with 
a universal negative minor premiss. A similar proof may 10 
also be given if the universal premiss * is negative.'* 

Nor can there in any way be a syllogism if both the rela- 
tions of subject and predicate are particular, either positively 
or negatively, or the one negative and the other affirmative,' 
or one indefinite and the other definite, or both indefinite. 
Terms common to all the above are animal, white, horse : js 
animal, white, stone. 

It is clear then from what has been said that if there is 
a syllogism in this figure with a particular conclusion, the 
terms must be related as we have stated : if they are related 
otherwise, no syllogism is possible anyhow. It is evident 
also that all the syllogisms in this figure are perfect (for 
they are all completed by means of the premisses originally 30 
taken) and that all conclusions are proved by this figure, 
viz. universal and particular, affirmative and negative. Such 
a figure I call the first. 

5 Whenever the same thing belongs to all of one subject, 
and to none of another, or to all of each subject or to none 35 
of either, I call such a figure the second •, by middle term in 
it I mean that which is predicated of both subjects, by 
extremes the terms of which this is said, by major 
extreme that which lies near the middle, by minor that 
which is further away from the middle. The middle term 

* Major £, minor t7. * “a. ’ M«or .j4, minor <?. 

'* i.e. the major premiss. ' Major E, minor O. 

" //, 00 , 10 , 01 . 
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27* stands outside the extremes, and is first in position. A 
syllogism cannot be perfect anyhow in this figure, but it may 
be valid whether the terms are related universally or not. 

If then the terms are related universally a syllogism will 
be possible, whenever the middle belongs to all of one 
subject and to none of another (it does not matter which has 
5 the negative relation), but in no other way. Let M be 
predicated of no N, but of all O. Since, then, the negative 
relation is convertible, N will belong to no M\ but M was 
assumed to belong to all O : consequently N will belong to 
no 0 } This has already been proved.^ Again if M belongs 
10 to all iV, but to no 0 , then N will belong to no f?." For if 
M belongs to no 0 , O belongs to no M : but M (as was said) 
belongs to all N •. 0 then will belong to no N\ for the first 
figure has again been formed. But since the negative 
relation is convertible, N will belong to no O. Thus it will 
be the same syllogism that proves both conclusions. 

15 It is possible to prove these results also by reduction ad 
impossibile. 

It is clear then that a syllogism is formed when the terms 
are so related, but not a perfect syllogism : for necessity is 
not perfectly established merely from the original premisses ; 
others also are needed. 

But if M is predicated of every N and O, there cannot be 
a syllogism. Terms to illustrate a positive relation between 
the extremes are substance, animal, man; a negative 
10 relation, substance, animal, number — substance being the 
middle term. 

Nor is a syllogism possible when M is predicated neither 
of any N nor of any 0 . Terms to illustrate a positive 
relation are line, animal, man: a negative relation, line, 
animdl, stone. 

It is clear then that if a syllogism is formed when the terms 
are universally related, the terms must be related as we 
as stated at the outset : * for if they are otherwise related no 
necessary consequence follows. 

* Cesare. a 2 s'> 4 o. 

• Camestres. Read oxibi ru S to N in 1. lo with A,, Waitz, and 
perhaps Philoponus. 

‘ 1.3. 
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If the middle term is related universally to one of the 
extremes, a particular negative syllogism must result 
whenever the middle term is related universally to the 
major whether positively or negatively, and particularly to 
the minor and in a manner opposite to that of the universal 
statement : by ‘ an opposite manner ’ I mean, if the 
universal statement is negative, the particular is affirmative : 30 
if the universal is affirmative, the particular is negative. For 
if M belongs to no N, but to some O, it is necessary that N 
does not belong 10 some 0 ?- For since the negative statement 
is convertible, NmW belong to no M : but Mwas admitted to 
belong to some O : therefore N will not belong to some 0 : 35 
for the result is reached by means of the first figure. Again 
if M belongs to all but not to some d?, it is necessary 
that N docs not belong to some O for if N belongs 
to all O, and M is predicated also of all N, M must belong 
to all 0 ; but we assumed that M does not belong to some 27** 
0 . And if M belongs to all N but not to all (?, we shall 
conclude that N does not belong to all 0 : the proof is the 
same as the above. But if M is predicated of all 0 , but not 
of all jV,' there will be no syllogism. Take the terms 
animal, substance, raven ; animal, white, raven. Nor will 5 
there be a conclusion when M is predicated of no O, but of 
some N. Terms to illustrate a positive relation between the 
extremes are animal, substance, unit : a negative relation, 
animal, substance, science. 

If then the universal statement is opposed to the particular, 
we have stated when a syllogism will be possible and when 10 
not; but if the premisses are similar in form, I mean both 
negative or both affirmative, a syllogism will not be possible 
anyhow. First let them be negative, and let the major 
premiss be universal, e. g. let M belong to no and not to 
some 0 . It is possible then for N to belong either to all O or 1 5 
to no 0 . Terms to illustrate the negative relation are black, 
snow, animal. But it is not possible to find terms of which the 
extremes are related positively and universally, if M belongs 
to some O, and does not belong to some O. For if N 
belonged to all Q, but M to no N, then M would belong to 
' Festino. ® Baroco. 
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no 0 : but we assumed that it belongs to some O. In this 
30 way then it is not admissible to take terms : our point must 
be proved from the indefinite nature of the particular state- 
ment. For since it is true that M docs not belong to some 0 , 
even if it belongs to no O, and since if it belongs to no O 
a i^llogism is (as we have seen *) not possible, clearly it will 
not be possible now either. 

Again let the premisses be affirmative, and let the major 
premiss as before be universal, e. g. let M belong to all N 
35 and to some O. It is possible then for to belong to all 
O or to no 0 . Terms to illustrate the negative relation 
are white, swan, stone. But it is not possible to take terms 
to illustrate the universal affirmative relation, for the reason 
already stated : * the point must be proved from the indefinite 
nature of the particular statement. But if the minor pre- 
30 miss is universal, and M belongs to no O, and not to some 
Af, it is possible for .V to belong either to all O or to no O. 
Terms for the positive relation are white, animal, raven ; for 
the negative relation, white, stone, raven. If the premisses 
are affirmative, terms for the negative relation are white, 
animal, snow ; for the positive relation, white, animal, swan. 
Evidently then, whenevei the premisses are similar in form, 
35 and one is universal, the other particular, a syllogism cannot 
be formed anyhow. Nor is one possible if the middle term 
belongs to some of each of the extremes, or does not belong 
to some of either, or belongs to some of the one, not to some 
of the other, or belongs to neither uni vei sally,"* or is related 
to them indefinitely. Common terms for all the above are 
white, animal, man : white, animal, inanimate. 
a8‘ It is clear then from what has been said that if the terms 
are related to one another in the way stated, a syllogism 
results of necessity ; and jf there is a syllogism, the terms 
must be so related. But it is evident also that all the 
syllogisms in this figure are imperfect : for all are made 
5 perfect by certain supplementary statements, which either 
are contained in the terms of necessity or are assumed as 

' “ai. • 1. 18. 

’ An alternative and clearer expression for ‘ does not belong to some 
of either’. 
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hypotheses, i. e. when we prove per itnpossibile. And it is 
evident that an affirmative conclusion is not attained by 
means of this figure, but all are negative, whether universal 
or particular. 

6 But if one term belongs to all, and another to none, of a lo 
third, or if both belong to all, or to none, of it, I call such a 
figure the third ; by middle term in it I mean that of which 
both the predicates are predicated, by extremes I mean the 
predicates, by the major extreme that which is further from 
the middle, by the minor that which is nearer to it. The 
middle term stands outside the extremes, and is last 15 
in position. A .syllogism cannot be perfect in this figure 
either, but it may be valid whether the terms are related 
universally or not to the middle term. 

If they are universal, whenever both P and R belong to all 
.S', it follows that P will necessarily belong to some R.' 
For, since the affirmative statement is convertible, S will 
belong to some R : consequently since P belongs to all S, jo 
and 5 to some R, P must belong to some R: for a syllogism 
in the first figure is produced. It is possible to demonstrate 
this also per itnpossibile and by exposition. For if both P 
and ^ belong to all 5 , should one of the ^s, e.g. N, be taken, 
both P and R will belong to this, and thus P will belong to >.5 
some R. 

If R belongs to all S, and P to no S, there will be 
a syllogism to prove that P will’ necessarily not belong 
to some R? This may be demonstrated in the same way 
as before by converting the premiss RS? It might be 
proved also per impossibile, as in the former cases. But. if 30 
R belongs to no S, P to all S, there will be no syllogism. 
Terms for the positive relation are animal, home, man ; for 
the negative relation animal, inanimate, man. 

Nor can there be a syllogism when both terms are asserted 
of no 5 . Terms for the positive relation are animal, horse^ 
inanimate ; for the negative relation man, horse, inanimate — 35 
inanimate being the middle term. 

It is clear then in this figure also when a syllogism will 


' Darapti. 


* Felapton. 
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be possible and when not, if the terms are related universally. 
For whenever both the terms are affirmative, there will be a 
syllogism to prove that one extreme belongs to some of the 
other; but when they are negative, no syllogism will 
aS’’ be possible. But when one is negative, the other affirmative, 
if the major is negative, the minor affirmative, there will be 
a syllogism to prove that the one extreme does not belong 
to some of the other: but if the relation is reversed, 
no syllogism will be possible. 

5 If one term is related universally to the middle, the other 
in part only, when both are affirmative there must be 
a syllogism, no matter which of the premisses is universal. 
For if R belongs to all 5, P to some 5, P must belong to 
some /C.‘ For since the affirmative statement is convertible 
JO S will belong to some P : consequently since R belongs to 
all S, and 5 to some /*, R must also belong to some P : 
therefore P must belong to some R^ 

Again if R belongs to some 5, and P to all S, P must 
belong to some R} This may be demonstrated in the same 
way as the preceding. And it is possible to demonstrate it 
also per impossibile and by exposition, as in the former 
■15 cases. But if one term is affirmative, the other negative, 
and if the affirmative is universal, a syllogism will be possible 
whenever the minor term is affirmative. For if R belongs 
to all .S, but P does not belong to some S, it is necessary 
that P does not belong to some R? For if P belongs to 
all R, and R belongs to all Sp then P will belong to all S : 
so but we assumed that it did not. Proof is possible also 
without reduction ad impossibile, if one of the 5s be 
taken to which P does not belong. 

But whenever the major is affirmative, no syllogism will 
be possible, e.g. if P belongs to all S, and R does not belong 
to some S. Terms for the universal affirmative relation are 
animate, man, animal. For the universal negative relation 
25 it is not possible to get terms, if R belongs to some S, and 
does not belong to some S. For if P belongs to all S, 
and R to some 5, then P will belong to some R : but we 


' Disamis. 
" Bocardo. 


* Datisi. 
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assumed ‘ that it belongs to no A’. We must put the 
matter as before.- Since the expression ‘ it docs not belong 
to some ’ is indefinite, it may be used truly of that also which 
belongs to none. But if R belongs to no S, no syllogism is 30 
possible, as has been shown.- Clearly then no syllogism will 
be possible here. 

But if the negative term is universal, whenever the major 
is negative and the minor affirmative there will be a syllogism. 

For if P belongs to no 5, and R belongs to some S, P will 
not belong to some R : * for we shall have the first figure 
again, if the premiss RS is converted. 35 

But when the minor is negative, there will be no-syllogism. 
Terms for the positive relation are animal, man, wild: for 
the negative relation, animal, science, wild— the middle in 
both being the term wild 

Nor is a syllogism possible when both are stated in the 
negative, but one is universal, the other particular. When 
the Mtfiar is related universally to the middle, take the terms ag" 
animal, science, wild ; animal, man, wild. When the major 
is related universally to the middle, take as terms for 
a negative relation raven, snow, white. For a positive 
relation terms cannot be found, if R belongs to some S, and 
does not belong to some 5. For if P belongs to all R, and .i 
R to some 5, then P belongs to some S : but we assumed 
that it belongs to no .S. Our point, then, must be proved 
from the indefinite nature of the particular statement. 

Nor is a syllogism possible anyhow, if each of the extremes 
belongs to some of the middle, or does not belong, or one 
belongs and the other does not to some of the middle, or 
one belongs to some of the middle, the other' not to all, or 
if the premisses are indefinite. Common terms for all are 
animal, man, white : animal, inanimate, white. 10 

It is clear then in this figure also when a syllogism will 
be possible, and when not ; and that if the terms are as stated, 
a syllogism results of necessity, and if there is a syllogism, 
the terms must be so related. It is clear also that all the 

' i.e. in supposing the universal negative relation between the 
extremes. 

• 27’* aa • 28“ 3a 
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IS syllogisms in this figure arc imperfect (for all are made 
perfect by certain supplementary assumptions), and that it 
will not be possible to reach a universal conclusion by means 
of this figure, whether negative or affirmative. 

It is evident also that in all the figures, whenever a proper 7 
ao syllogism does not result, if both the terms are affirmative 
or negative nothing necessary follows at all, but if one 
is affirmative, the other negative, and if the negative is 
stated universally, a syllogism always results relating the 
minor ^ to the major term,* e. g. if A belongs to all or some 
B, and B belongs to no C: for if the premisses are converted 
as, it is necessary that C does not belong to some A.^ Similarly 
also in the other figures: a syllogism always results by 
means of conversion. It is evident also that the substitution 
of an indefinite for a particular affirmative will effect the 
same syllogism in ail the figures. 

30 It is clear too that all the imperfect syllogisms are made 
perfect by means of the first figure. For all are brought to 
a conclusion either ostensively or per impossibile. In both 
ways the first figure is formed : if they are made perfect 
ostensively, because (as we saw) all are brought to a conclu- 
sion by means of conversion, and conversion produces the 
35 first figure : if they are proved per impossibile, because 
on the assumption of the false statement the syllogism 
comes about by means of the first figure, e.g. in the 
last figure, if A and B belong to all C, it follows that A 
belongs to some B\ for if belonged to no B, and B belongs 
to all C, A would belong to no C-. but (as we stated) it 
belongs to all C. Similarly also with the rest, 
ag** It is possible also to reduce all syllogisms to ^<tnniversal 
syllogisms in the first figure. Those in the second figure 
are clearly made perfect by these, though not all in the same 
way ; the universal syllogisms are made perfect by convert- 
5 ing the negative premiss, each of the particular syllogisms 
by reduction ad impossibile. In the first figure particular 
^llogisms are indeed made perfect by themselves, but it is 
possible also to prove them by means of the second figure, 

' As predicate. ’ As subject. * Fesapo, Fresison. 
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reducing them eiti impossible, e. g. if A belongs to all B, 
and B to some C, it follows that A belongs to some C. For 
if it belonged to no C, and belongs to all B, then B will 
belong to no C : this we know by means of the second figure. lo 
Similarly also demonstration will be possible in the case of 
the negative. For if A belongs to no B, and B belongs to 
some C, A will not belong to some C ; for if it belonged to 
all C, and belongs to no B, then B will belong to no C: and 
this (as we saw) is the middle figure. Consequently, since 15 
all syllogisms in the middle figure can be reduced to universal 
syllogisms in the first figure, and since particular syllogisms 
in the first figure can be reduced to syllogisms in the middle 
figure, it is clear that particular syllogisms * can be reduced 
to universal syllogisms in the first figure. Syllogisms in the 
third figure, if the terms aie universal, are directly made ao 
perfect by means of those syllogisms ; ^ but, when one 
of the premisses is particular, by means of the particular 
syllogisms in the first figure : and these (we have seen) may 
be reduced to the universal syllogisms in the first figure : 
consequently also the particular syllogisms in the third figure 
may be so reduced. It is clear then that all syllt^isms may 
be reduced to the universal syllogisms in the first figfure. 25 
We have stated then how syllogisms which prove that 
something belongs or does not belong to something else are 
constituted, both how syllogisms of the same figure are 
constituted in themselves, and how syllogisms of different 
figures are related to one another. 

g Since there is a diffei ence according as something belongs, 
necessarily belongs, 01 may belong to something else (for 30 
many things belong indeed, but not necessarily, others 
neither necessarily nor indeed at all, but it is possible for 
them to belong), it is clear that there will be different 
syllogisms to prove each of these relations, and syllogisms 
with differently related terms, one syllogism concluding from 
what is necessary, another from what is, a third from what 
is possible. *= 

There is hardly any difference between syllogisms from 
’ sc. in the first figure. 

* VIZ. by reduction per impossibiU to Celarent and Barbara. 
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necessary premisses and syllogisms from premisses which 
merely assert. When the terms are put in the same way, 
then, whether something belongs or necessarily belongs (or 
does not belong) to something else, a syllogism will or will 
not result alike in both cases, the only difference being the 
30“ addition of the expression ‘ necessarily ’ to the terms. For 
the negative statement is convertible alike in both cases, 
and we should give the same account of the expressions ‘ to 
be contained in something as in a whole ’ and ‘ to be predi- 
cated of all of something’. With the exceptions to be 
made below, the conclusion will be proved to be necessary 
5 by means of conversion, in the same manner as in the case 
of simple predication. But in the middle figure when the 
universal statement is affirmative, and the particular nega- 
tive, and again in the third figure when the universal is 
affirmative and the particular negative, the demonstration 
will not take the same form, but it is necessary by the 
‘ exposition ’ of a part of the subject of the particular negative 
10 proposition, to which the predicate does not belong, to make 
the syllogism in reference to this: with terms so chosen 
the conclusion will necessarily follow. But if the relation 
is necessary in respect of the part taken, it must hold of 
some of that term in which this part is included : for the 
part taken is just some of that. And each of the resulting 
syllogisms is in the appropriate figure.^ 


* Baroco. All N is necessarily M. 

Some O is necessarily not Af. 

Some O is necessarily not A'. 

Bocardo. Some 5 is necessarily not P. 

All is necessarily Ji. 

.'. Some P is necessarily not P. 

When the propositions are assertoric, the conclusions are proved by 
reduction a/i ivtposstbile. The contradictory of ‘ Some O is necessarily 
not Af ’ is ‘ Every O is possibly N ’ : but if this is combined with ‘ All 
N is necessarily the combination of an apodictic with a problematic 
premiss does not give an apodictic conclusion. Aristotle therefore falls 
back on another method of proof. If some O is necessarily not Mf take 
some part of O— viz. Q—al\ of which is necessarily not Af, Then 
It is necessary that all Af be 
It is necessary that no Q be Af. 

It is necessary that no Q be N. 

It is necessary that some O be not N. 

Baroco is proved by means of Camestres ; similarly Bocardo is 
proved by means of Felapton — each by a syllogism in the same figure 
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It happens sometimes also that when oiie premiss is 15 
necessary the conclusion is necessary, not however when 
either premiss is necessary, but only when the major is, 
e.g. if A is taken as necessarily belonging or not belonging 
to B, but B is taken as simply belonging to C : for if the 
premisses are taken in this way, A will necessarily belong 20 
or not belong to C. For since A necessarily belongs, or 
does not belong, to every B, and since C is one of the Bs, 
it is clear that for C ^ also the positive or the negative rela- 
tion to A will hold necessarily. But if the major premiss 
is not necessary, but the minor is necessary, the conclusion 
will not be necessary. For if it were, it would result both *5 
through the first figure and through the third that A belongs 
necessarily to some B. But this is false ; for B may be 
such that it is possible that A should belong to none of it. 
Further, an example also makes it clear that the conclusion 
will not be necessary, e. g. if A were movement, B animal, 30 
C man : man is an animal necessarily, but an animal does 
not move necessarily, nor does man. Similarly also if the 
major premiss is negative ; for the proof is the same. 

In particular syllogisms, if the universal premiss is neces- 
sary, then the conclusion will be necessary ; but if the par- 35 
ticular, the conclusion will not be necessary, whether the 
universal premiss is negative or affirmative. First let the 
universal be necessary, and let A belong to all B necessarily, 
but let B simply belong to some C\ it is necessary then that 
A belongs 'to some C necessarily : for C falls under 5 , and 40 
A was assumed to belong necessarily to all B. Similarly 30” 
also if the syllogism should be negative : for the proof will 
be the same. But if the particular premiss is necessary, the 
conclusion will not be necessary : for from the denial of such 
a conclusion nothing impossible results,^ just as it does not 
in the universal syllogisms. The same is true of negative 5 
syllogisms. Try the terms movement, animal, white. 

In the secoiid figure, if the negative premiss is necessary, 
then the conclusion will be necessary, but if the affirmative, 

as itself (I. 13). Camestres and Felapton can then by conversion be 
proved by means of Celarent and Ferio (11. 3-5). 

' Read ry r in 1. 22 with A, B, C, PbU., and Waits. 

‘ i. e. from the assumption ‘all C is possibly not A\ Cf. '36“ 22-5. 
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not necessary. First let the negative be necessary ; let A 
10 be possible of no B, and simply belong to C. Since then 
the negative statement is convertible, B is possible of no A. 
But A belongs to all C ; consequently B is possible of no C. 
For C falls under A. The same result would be obtained if 
the minor premiss were ’ negative : for if A is possible of no 
15 C, C is possible of no A: but A belongs to all B, conse- 
quently C is possible of none of the Bs : for again we have 
obtained the first figure. Neither then is B possible of C: 
for conversion is possible without modifying the relation. 

But if the affirmative premiss is necessary, the conclusion 
20 will not be necessary. Let A belong to all B necessarily, 
but to no C simply. If then the negative premiss is con- 
verted, the first figure results. But it has been proved * in 
the case of the first figure that if the negative major premiss 
is not necessary the conclusion will not be necessary either. 
Therefore the same result will obtain here. Further, if the 
25 conclusion is necessary, it follows that C necessarily does not 
belong to some A. For if B necessarily belongs to no C, 
C will necessarily belong to no B, But B at any rate must 
belong to some A, if it is true (as was assumed) that A 
necessarily belongs to all B. Consequently it is necessary 
30 that C does not belong to some A. But nothing prevents 
such an A being taken that it is possible for C to belong 
to all of it. Further one might show by an exposition of 
terms that the conclusion is not necessary without qualifica- 
tion, though it is a necessary conclusion from the premisses. 
For example let A be animal, B man, C white, and let the 
premisses be assumed to correspond to what we had before : ® 
3.1 it is possible that animal should belong to nothing white. 
Man then will not belong to anything white, but not neces- 
sarily: for it is possible for man to be born white, not 
however so long as animal belongs to nothing white. Con- 
sequently under these conditions the conclusion will be 
necessary, but it is not necessary without qualification. 

31* Similar results will obtain also in particular syllogisms. 
For whenever the negative premiss is both universal and 

' Read rtOtii] in 1 . 14 with Al.*, Phil.*, and Them. * “23-33. 

’ 1 . 20 . 
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necessary, then the conclusion will be necessary : but when- 
ever the affirmative premiss is universal, the negative par- 
ticular, the conclusion will not be necessary. P'irst then let s 
the negative premiss be both universal and necessary : let it 
be possible for no B that A should belong to it, and let A 
simply belong to some C. Since the negative statement is 
convertible, it will be possible for no A that B should belong 
to it ; but A belongs to some C ; consequently B necessarily 
does not belong to some of the Cs. Again let the affirmative lo 
premiss be both universal and necessary, and let the major 
premiss be affirmative. If then A necessarily belongs to all 
B^ but does not belong to some C, it is clear that B will not 
belong to some C, but not necessarily. For the same terms 
can be used to demonstrate the point, which were used in 
the universal syllogisms.^ Nor again, if the negative state- is 
ment is necessary but particular, will the conclusion be 
necessary. The point can be demonstrated by means of 
the same terms. 

II In the last figure when the terms are related universally 
to the middle, and both premisses are affirmative, if one of 
the two is . necessary, then the conclusion will be necessary, ao 
But if one is negative, the other affirmative, whenever the 
negative is necessary the conclusion also will be necessary, 
but whenever the affirmative is necessary the conclusion will 
not be necessary. First let both the premisses be affirmative, 
and let A and B belong to all C, and let AC he necessary. 35 
Since then B belongs to all C, C also will belong to some B, 
because the univei'sal is convertible into the particular: 
consequently if A belongs necessarily to all C, and C belongs 
to some B, it is necessary that A should belong to some B 
also. For B is under C. The first figure then is formed. . 1 ° 
A similar proof will be given also if BC is necessary. For 
C is convertible with some A : consequently if B belongs 
necessarily to all C, it will belong necessarily also to some A. 

Again let AC be negative, BC affirmative, and let the 
negative premiss be necessary. Since then C is convertible 35 
with some B, but A necessarily belongs to no C, A will 
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necessarily not belong to some B either : for B is under C. 
But if the affirmative is necessary, the conclusion will not 
be necessary. For suppose BC is affirmative and necessary, 
while is negative and not necessary. Since then the 
40 affirmative is convertible, C also will belong to some B 
necessarily : consequently if A belongs to none of the Cs, 
31'* while C belongs * to some of the ^s, A will not belong to 
some of the Bs — but not of necessity ; for it has been proved, 
in the case of the first figure, that if the negative premiss is 
not necessary, neither will the conclusion be necessary. 
Further, the point may be made clear by considering the 
5 terms. Let the term A be ‘ good ’, let that which B signifies 
be ‘ animal ’, let the term C be ‘ horse ’. It is possible then 
that the term good should belong to no horse, and it is 
necessary that the term animal should belong to every horse : 
but it is not necessary that some animal should not be good, 
since it is possible for every animal to be good. Or if that 
is not possible, take as the term ‘ awake ’ or ‘ asleep ’ : for 
10 every animal can accept these. 

If, then, the premisses are universal, we have stated when 
the conclusion will be necessary. But if one premiss is 
universal, the other particular, and if both are affirmative, 
whenever the universal is necessary the conclusion also must 
15 be necessary. The demonstration is the same as before;* 
for the particular affirmative also is convertible. If then it 
is necessary that B should belong to all C, and A falls under 
f 7 ,® it is necessary that B should belong to some A. But if B 
must belong to some A, then A must belong to some B : for 
conversion is possible. Similarly also if AC should be 
20 necessary and universal : for B falls under C* But if the 
particular premiss is necessary, the conclusion will not be 
necessary. Let the premiss BC be both particular and 
necessary, and let A belong to all C, not however necessarily. 
If the proposition BC is converted the first figure is formed, 
25 and the universal premiss is not necessary, but the particular 
is necessary. But when the premisses were thus, the con- 
clusion (as we proved ®) was not necessary : consequently it 

’ sc. necessarily. - *34-33. * i-e. some C is A. 

* i.e. some C is B. ‘ 30*35-7, •> 1-5. 
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is not here either. Further, the point is clear if we look at 
the terms. Let A be waking, B biped, and C animal. It is 
necessary that B should belong to some C, but it is possible 
for A to belong to C, and that A should belong to B is not 30 
necessary. For there is no necessity that some biped should 
be asleep or awake. Similarly and by means of the same 
terms proof can be made, should the proposition be both 
particular and necessary. 

But if one premiss is affirmative, the other negative, 
whenever the universal is both negative and necessary the 
conclusion also will be necessary. For if it is not possible 35 
that A should belong to any C, but B belongs to some C, 
it is necessary that A should not belong to some B. But 
whenever the affirmative proposition is necessary, whether 
universal or particular, or the negative is particular, the 
conclusion will not be necessary. The proof of this by 
reduction will be the same as before ; ' but if terms are 40 
wanted, when the universal affirmative is necessary, take 
the terms ‘waking ’ — ‘ animal ’ — ‘ man ’, ‘ man ’ being middle, 
and when the affirmative is particular and necessary, take 32“ 
the terms ‘ waking ’ — ' animal ’ — ‘ white ’ : for it is necessary 
that animal should belong to some white thing, but it is 
possible that waking should belong to none, and it is not 
necessary that waking should not belong to some animal. 

But when the negative proposition being particular is 
necessary, take the terms ‘ biped * moving ‘ animal 5 
‘ animal ’ being middle. 

12 It is clear then that a simple conclusion is not reached 
unless both premisses are simple assertions, but a necessary 
conclusion is possible although one only of the premisses is 
necessary. But in both cases, whether the syllogisms are 
affirmative or negative, it is necessary that one premiss 10 
should be similar to the conclusion. I mean by ‘ similar ’, 
if the conclusion is a simple assertion, the premiss must be 
siniple ; if the conclusion is necessary, the premiss must be 
necessary. Consequently this also is clear, that the con- 
clusion will be neither necessary nor simple unless a neces- 
sary or simple premiss is assumed. 

» Cf. “37-’’ 4 . ’’*0-7. 
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15 Perhaps enough has been said about the proof of 13 
necessity, how it comes about and how it differs from the 
proof of a simple statement. We proceed to discuss that 
which is possible, when and how and by what means it can 
be proved. I use the terms ‘ to be possible ’ and ‘ the pos- 
sible’ of that which is not necessary but, being assumed, 
ao results in nothing impossible. We say indeed ambiguously 
of the necessary that it is possible. But that my definition 
of the possible is correct is clear from the phrases by which 
we deny or on the contrary affirm possibility. For the 
expressions ‘ it is not possible to belong ‘ it is impossible to 
belong ’, and ‘ it is necessary not to belong ’ are either iden- 
tical or follow from one another ; consequently their oppo- 
as sites also, ‘ it is possible to belong ‘ it is not impossible to 
belong and ‘ it is not necessary not to belong ’, will either 
be identical or follow from one another. For of everything 
the affirmation or the denial holds good. That which is 
possible then will be not necessary and that which is not 
necessary will be possible. It results that all premi.sses in 
30 the mode of possibility are convertible into one another. 

I mean not that the affirmative are convertible into the 
negative, but that those which arc affirmative in form admit 
of conversion by opposition, e.g. ‘ it is possible to belong’ 
may be converted into ‘ it is possible not to belong ’, and 
‘ it is possible for A to belong to all ^ ’ into ' it is possible 
for A to belong to no 5 ’ or ‘ not to all ’, and ' it is possible 
35 for A to belong to some B ’ into ‘ it is possible for A not to 
belong to some B ’. And similarly the other proposition.s 
in this mode can be converted. For since that which is 
possible is not necessary, and that which is not necessary 
may possibly not belong, it is clear that if it is possible that 
A should belong to B, it is possible also that it should not 
belong toB: and if it is possible that it should belong to all, 
it is also possible that it should not belong to all. The same 
40 holds good in the case of particular affirmations : for the 
3a'’ proof is identical. And such premisses are affirmative and 
not negative : for ‘ to be possible ’ is in the same rank as 
‘ to be ’, as was said above.^ 

* 2S*> 31. 
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Having made these distinctions we next point out that 
the expression ‘ to be possible ’ is used in two ways. In one s 
it means to happen generally and fall short of necessity, 
c. g. man’s turning grey or growing or decaying, or generally 
what naturally belongs to a thing (for this has not its 
necessity unbroken, since man’s existence is not continuous 
for ever, although if a man does exist, it comes about either 
necessarily or generally). In another sense the expression 10 
means the indefinite, which can be both thus and not thus, 
e. g. an animal’s walking or an earthquake’s taking place 
while it is walking, or generally what happens by chance : 
for none of these inclines by nature in the one way more 
than in the opposite. 

That which is possible in each of its two senses is con- 
vertible into its opposite, not however in the same way; 
but what is natural is convertible because it does not neces- 
sarily belong (for in this sense it is possible that a man 
should not grow grey ') and what is indefinite is convertible 
because it inclines this way no more than that. Science and 
demonstrative syllogism are not concerned with things 
which are indefinite, because the middle term is uncertain ; 
but they are concerned with things that are natural, and jo 
as a rule arguments and inquiries are made about things 
which are possible in this sense. Syllogisms indeed can be 
made about the former, but it is unusual at any rate to 
inquire about them. 

These matters will be treated more definitely in the sequel 
our business at present is to state the moods and nature of 
the syllogism made from possible premisses. The expression 
‘ it is possible for this to belong to that ’ may be understood 35 
in two senses : ’ that ’ may mean either that to which ‘ that ’ 
belongs or that to which it may belong ; for the expression 
‘ A is possible of the subject of B ’ means that it is possible 
either of that of which B is stated or of that of which B may 
possibly be stated. It makes no difference whether we say, 

A is possible of the subject of B, or all B admits of A. It is 3 ° 

’ i. e. it is because man does not necessarily grow grey that ‘ man 
may grow grey ' is convertible into ‘ man may not grow grey ’. 

• Bus/. Att. i. 8. 
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clear then that the expression ‘ A may possibly belong to 
all B ' might be used in two senses. First then we must 
state the nature and characteristics of the syllogism which 
arises if B is possible of the subject of C, and A is possible 
of the subject of B. For thus both premisses are assumed 
33 in the mode of possibility ; but whenever A is possible of 
that of which B is true, one premiss is a simple assertion, 
the other a problematic. Consequently we must start from 
premisses which are similar in form,' as in the other cases. 

Whenever A may possibly belong to all B, and B to all C, 14 
there will be a perfect syllogism to prove that A may possibly 
40 belong to all C. This is clear from the definition : for it was 
33“ in this way that we explained ‘ to be possible for one term 
to belong to all of another Similarly if it is possible for A 
to belong to no B, and for B to belong to all C, then it is 
possible for A to belong to no C. P'or the statement that it 
is possible for A not to belong to that of which B may be 
true means (as we saw) that none of those things which can 
8 possibly fall under the term B is left out of account. But 
whenever A may belong to all B, and B may belong to 
no C, then indeed no syllogism results from the premisses 
assumed, but if the premiss BC is converted after the 
manner of problematic propositions, the same syllogism 
results as before.® For since it is possible that B should 
10 belong to no C, it is possible also that it should belong to 
all C. This has been stated above.^ Consequently if B is 
possible for all C, and A is possible for all B^ the same 
syllogism again results. Similarly if in both the premisses 
the negative is joined with ‘ it is possible ’ : e.g. if A may 
15 belong to none of the Bs, and B to none of the Cs. No 
syllogism results from the assumed premisses, but if they 
are converted we shall have the same syllogism as before.® 

It is clear then that if the minor premiss is negative, or if 
both premisses are negative, either no syllogism results, or if 
JO one does it is not perfect. For the necessity results from 
the conversion. 

’ Read oiuioaxni^oi'av in 1 . 37 with A.,, 11 , C, Ah, Phil., and Waitz. 

= 32*> 25-37. » In ss® 38-40. ^ 32“ 34. 

“ Read o<nrep for as in 1 . 17 with 
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But if one of the premisses is universal, the other particular, 
when the major premiss is universal there will be a perfect 
syllogism. For if A is possible for all B, and B for some C, 
then A is possible for some C. This is clear from the 
definition of being possible.* Again if A may belong to >s 
no 5, and B may belong to some of the Cs, it is necessary 
that A may possibly not belong to some of the f7s. The 
proof is the same as above. But if the particular premiss 
is negative, and the universal is affirmative, the major still 
being universal and the minor particular, e. g. A is possible 
for all B may possibly not belong to some C, then a clear 3° 
syllogism does not result from the assumed premisses, but if 
the particular premiss is converted and it is laid down that B 
possibly may belong to some C, we shall haVe the same 
conclusion as before,* as in the cases given at the beginning.® 

But if the major premiss is particular^ the minor universal, 35 
whether both are affirmative, or negative, or different in 
quality, or if both ai-e indefinite or particular, in no way 
will a syllogism be possible. For nothing prevents B from 
reaching beyond A, so that as predicates they cover unequal 
areas. Let C be that by which B extends beyond A, To C 4° 
it is not possible that A should belong — either to all or to 33 
none or to some or not to some, since premisses in the mode 
of possibility are convertible and it is possible for-F to 
belong to more things than/f can. Further, this is obvious 
if we take terms ; for if the premisses are as assumed, the 
major term is both possible for none of the minor and 5 
must belong to all of it. Take as terms common to all the 
cases under consideration ‘ animal ’ — ' white ’ — ' man ’, where 
the major belongs necessarily to the minor; 'animal' — 

‘ white ’ — ‘ garment ’, where it is not possible that the major 
should belong to the minor. It is clear then that if the 
terms are related in this manner, no syllogism results. For 
every syllogism proves that something belongs either simply 10 
or necessarily or possibly. It is clear that there is no proof 
of the first or of the second. For the affirmative is destroyed 
by the negative, and the negative by the affirmative. There 
remains the proof of possibility. But this is impossible. 

> 32*» 25-37. * •• 24 - * Ik S-* 7 - 
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For it has been proved that if the terms are related in this 
H manner it is both necessary that the major should belong 
to all the minor and not possible that it should belong to 
any. Consequently there cannot be a syllogism to prove 
the possibility; for the necessary (as we stated) is not 
possible.^ 

It is clear that if the terms are universal in possible 
premisses a syllogism always results in the first figure, 

20 whether they are affirmative or negative, only a perfect 
syllogism results in the first case, an imperfect in the 
second. But possibility must be understood according to 
the definition laid down,* not as covering necessity. This 
is sometimes forgotten. 

3$ If one premiss is a simple proposition, the other a i> 
problematic, whenever the major premiss indicates possi- 
bility all the syllogisms will be perfect and establish 
possibility in the sense defined ; ® but whenever the minor 
premiss indicates possibility all the syllogisms will be 
imperfect, and those which are negative will establish not 
30 possibility according to the definition, but that the major 
does not necessarily belong to any, or to all, of the minor. 
For if this is so, we say it is possible that it should belong 
to none or not to all. Let A be possible for all B, and let B 
belong to all C. Since C falls under B, and A is possible for 
35 all B, clearly it is possible for all C also. So a perfect 
syllogism results. Likewise if the premiss AB is negative, 
and the premiss BC is affirmative, the former stating 
possible, the latter simple attribution, a perfect syllogism 
40 results proving that A possibly belongs to no C. 

34* It is clear that perfect syllogisms result if the minor 
premiss states simple belonging : but that syllogisms will 
result if the modality of the premisses isf' reversed, must be 
proved per impossibile. _ At the same time it will be evident 
that they are imperfect : for the proof proceeds not from 
3 the premisses assumed. First we must state that if B's 
being follows necessarily from A’s being, .^’s possibility will 
follow necessarily from A’s possibility. Suppose, the terms 

' 32*28. 


• 3a* 18. 


* 32* x8. 
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being so related,^ that A is possible, and B is impossible. 

If then that which is possible, when it is possible for it to 
be, might happen, and if that which is impossible, when it 
is impossible, could not happen, and if at the same time A 10 
is possible and B impossible, it would be possible for A to 
happen without B, and if to happen, then to be. For that 
which has happened, when it has happened, is. But we 
must take the impossible and the possible not only in the 
sphere of becoming, but also in the spheres of truth and 
predicability, and the various other spheres in which we 
speak of the possible : for it will be alike in all. Further 15 
we must understand the statement that B's being depends 
on A‘s being, not as meaning that if some single thing A is, 

B will be : for nothing follows of necessity from the being 
of some one thing, but from two at least, i. e. when- the 
premis.ses are related in the manner stated to be that of the 
syllogism. For if C is predicated of Z>, and D of F, then C to 
is necessarily predicated of F. And if each is possible, the 
conclusion also is possible. If then, for example, one should 
indicate the premisses by A, and the conclusion by B, it 
would not only result that if A is necessary B is necessaiy, 
but also that if A is possible, B is possible. 

Since this is proved it is evident that if a false and not »3 
impossible assumption is made, the consequence of the 
assumption will also be false and not impossible : e. g. if A 
is false, but not impossible, and if B is the consequence of A, 

B also will be false but not impossible. For since it has 
been proved that if B's being is the consequence of A’s 
being, then B’s possibility will follow from A’s possibility 30 
(and A is assumed to be possible), consequently B will be 
possible : for if it were impossible, the same thing would at 
the same time be possible and impossible. 

Since we have defined these points, let A belong to all B, 
and B be possible for all f 7 : it is necessary then that A 35 
should be a possible attribute for all C, Suppose that it is 
not possible, but assume that B belongs to all C\ this is 
false but not impossible. If then A is not possible for C 
but B belongs to all C, then A is not possible for all B : for 
* That B's being follows necessarily from'y4’s being. 
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40 a syllogism is formed in the third figure. But it was assumed 
that is a possible attribute for all B. It is necessary then 
34 ** that A is possible for all C. For though the assumption 
we made^ is false and not impossible, the conclusion is 
impossible.® It is possible also in the first figure to bring 
about the impossibility, by assuming that B belongs to C. 
For if B belongs to all C, and A is possible for all B^ then A 
a would be possible for all C. But the assumption was made 
that A is not possible for all C. 

We must understand ‘ that which belongs to all ’ with no 
limitation in respect of time, e. g. to the present or to a 
particular period, but simply without qualification. For it 
is by the help of such premisses that we make syllogisms, 
10 since if the premiss is understood with reference to the 
present moment, there cannot be a syllogism. For nothing 
perhaps prevents ‘ man ' belonging at a particular time to 
everything that is moving, i. e. if nothing else were moving : 
but ‘moving’ is possible for every horse; yet ‘man’ is 
possible for no horse. Further let the major term be 
If ' animal ’, the middle ‘ moving the minor ‘ man ’. The 
premisses then will be as before, but the conclusion neces- 
sary, not possible. For man is necessarily animal. It is 
clear then that the universal must be understood simply, 
without limitation in respect of time. 

Again let the premiss AB he universal and negative, and 
20 assume that A belongs to no B, but B possibly belongs to 
all C. These propositions being laid down, it is necessary 
that A possibly belongs to no C. Suppose that it cannot 
belong, and that B belongs to C, as above.’ It is necessary 
then that A belongs to some B : for we have a syllogism in 
J3 the third figure : but this is impossible. Thus it will be 
possible for A to belong to no C; for if that is supposed 
false, the consequence is an impossible one. This syllogism 
then does not establish that which is possible according to 
the definition,* but that which does not necessarily belong 
to any part of the subject (for this is the contradictory of 

' That all C is Z>’. 

* And therefore the other premiss, that A is not possible for all C, 
must have been impossible. 

'*36. *Cf,32»i8. 
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the assumption which was made : for it was supposed that 
A necessarily belongs to some C, but the syllogism per 30 
impossibile establishes the contradictory which is opposed to 
this).^ Further, it is clear also from an example that the 
conclusion will not establish possibility. Let A be ‘ raven 
B ‘ intelligent and C ' man A then belongs to no B : for 
no intelligent thing is a raven. But B is possible for all C : 3.=; 
for every man may possibly be intelligent. But A neces- 
.sarily belongs to no C: so the conclusion does not establish 
possibility. But neither is it always necessary. Let A be 
‘ moving B ‘ science C‘ man *. A then will belong to no .5 ; 
but B is possible for all C. And the conclusion will not be 
necessary. For it is not necessary that no man should 4° 
move ; rather it is not necessary that any man should move. 35* 
Clearly then the conclusion establishes that one term does 
not necessarily belong to any instance of another term. 

But we must take our terms better. 

If the minor premiss is negative and indicates possibility, 
from the actual premisses taken there can be no syllogism, 
but if the problematic premiss is converted, a syllogism will .s 
be possible, as before.* Let A belong to all B, and let B 
possibly belong to no C. If the terms are arranged thus, 
nothing necessarily follows: but if the proposition BC is 
converted and it is assumed that B is possible for all C, 
a syllogism results as before:® for the terms are in the 10 
same relative positions.* Likewise if both the relations are 
negative, if the major premiss states that A does not belong 
to B, and the minor premiss indicates that B may possibly 
belong to no C. Through the premisses actually taken 
nothing necessary results in any way ; but if the problematic 
premiss is converted, we shall have a syllogism. Suppose 13 
that A belongs to no B, and B may possibly belong to no C. 
Through these comes nothing necessary. But, if B is 
assumed to be possible for all C (and this is true) and if the 
premiss AB remains as before, we shall again have the 
same syllogism. But if it be assumed that B does not >0 

* Read a comma after iiTapxtiv 1. 30 and remove the bracket to after 

avTUftaiTtas 1 . 3 1 . 

’ 33*7. * 34 “ 34. 

* i.e. the major premiss is pure, the minor problematic. 
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belong to any C, instead of possibly not belonging, there 
cannot be a syllogism anyhow, whether the. premiss AB is 
negative or affirmative. As common instances of a neces- 
sary and positive relation we may take the terms white — 
animal — snow : of a necessary and negative relation, white — 
animal — pitch. 

j j Clearly then if the terms are universal, and one of the 
premisses is assertoric, the other problematic, whenever the 
minor premiss is problematic a syllogism always results, 
only sometimes it results from the premisses that are taken, 
sometimes it requires the conversion of one premiss. We 
30 have stated when each of these happens and the reason 
why. But if one of the relations is universal, the other 
particular, then whenever the major premiss is universal 
and problematic, whether affirmative or negative, and the 
particular is affirmative and assertoric, there will be a 
perfect syllogism, just as when the terms are universal. 
a The demonstration is the same as before.^ But whenever the 
major premiss is universal, but assertoric, not problematic, 
and the minor is particular and problematic, whether both 
premisses are negative or affirmative, or one is negative, the 
other affirmative, in all cases there will be an imperfect 
40 syllogism. Only some of them will be proved per wipossi- 
35® bile, others by the conversion of the problematic premiss, 
as has been shown above.* And a syllogism will be possible 
by means of conversion when the major premiss is universal 
and assertoric, whether positive or negative, and the minor 
5 particular, negative, and problematic, e. g. if A belongs to 
all B or to no B, and B may possibly not belong to some C, 
For if the premiss BC is converted in respect of possibility, 
a syllogism results. But whenever the particular premiss is 
assertoric and negative, there cannot be a syllogism. As 
instances of the positive relation we may take the terms 
10 white— animal — snow ; of the negative, white — animal — 
pitch. For the demonstration must be made through the 
indefinite nature of the particular premiss.® But if the 
minor premiss is universal, and the major particular, whether 
either premiss is negative or affirmative, problematic or 
* Cf. 33” 33-40. * • 14. • Cf. 26’* 14, 27’’ 2a 



BOOK I. 15 


ss** 


assertoric, nohow is a syllogism possible. Nor is a syllogism 
possible when the premisses are particular or indefinite, 13 
whether problematic or assertoric, or the one problematic, 
the other assertoric. The demonstration is the same as 
above.^ As instances of the necessary and positive relation 
we may take the terms animal — white — man ; of the neces- 
sary and negative relation, animal — white — garment. It is 
evident then that if the major premiss is universal, a syllogism to 
always results, but if the minor is universal nothing at all can 
ever be proved. 

16 Whenever one premiss is necessary, the other problematic, 
there will be a syllogism when the terms are related as 
before ; * and a perfect syllogism when the minor premiss is »5 
necessary. If the premisses -arc affirmative the conclusion 
will be problematic, not assertoric, whether the premisses 
are universal or not : but if one is affirmative, the other 
negative, when the affirmative is necessary the conclusion 
will be problematic, not negative assertoric ; but when the 30 
negative is neccssar)* the conclusion will be problematic 
negative, and assertoric negative, whether the premisses are 
universal or not. Possibility in the conclusion must be 
understood in the same manner as before.® There cannot 
be an inference to the necessary negative proposition : for 
' not necessarily to belong ’ is different from ‘ necessarily not 35 
to belong ’. 

If the premisses are affirmative, clearly the conclusion which 
follows is not necessary. Suppose A necessarily belongs to all 
B, and let B be possible for all C. We shall have an imper- 
fect syllogism to prove that A may belong to all C. That 
it is imperfect is clear from the proof : for it will be proved 40 
in the same manner as above.* Again, let A be possible 36“ 
for all B, and let B necessarily belong to all C. We shall 
then have a syllogism to prove that A may belong to all C, 
not that A does belong to all C: and it is perfect, not 5 
imperfect : for it is completed directly through the original 
premisses. 

But if the premisses are not similar in quality, suppose 

1 33»34_b,7. * 01 . ‘as-" 8. ’ 33 ” 29 . 34 '* 27 - ^ 34 * 34 -” 6- 
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first that the negative premiss is necessary, and let A 
necessarily not be possible for any B, but let B be possible 
lo for all C. It is necessary then that A belongs to no C. For 
suppose A to belong to all C or to some C. Now we 
assumed that A is not possible for any B. Since then the 
negative proposition is convertible, B is not possible for 
any A. But A is supposed to belong to all C or to some C. 
Consequently B will not be possible for any C or for all C. 
IS But it was originally laid down that B is possible for all C. 
And it is clear that the possibility of not belonging can be 
inferred, since the fact of not belonging is inferred. Again, let 
the affirtnative premiss be necessary, and let A possibly not 
belong to .any B, and let B necessarily belong to all C. 
ao The syllogism will be perfect, but it will establish a proble- 
matic negative, not an assertoric negative. For the major 
premiss was problematic, and further it is not possible to 
prove the assertoric conclusion per impossibile. For if it were 
supposed that A belongs to some C, and it is laid down that A 
possibly does not belong to any B, no impossible relation 
between B and C follows from these premisses. But if the 
»5 minor premiss is negative, when it is problematic a 
syllogism is possible by conversion, as above ; ^ but when 
it is necessary no syllogism can be formed. Nor again 
when both premisses are negative, and the minor is neces- 
sary. The same terms as before * serve both for the positive 
30 relation — white — animal — snow, and for the negative rela- 
tion — white — animal — pitch. 

The same relation will obtain in particular syllogisms. 
Whenever the negative proposition is necessary, the con- 
clusion will be negative assertoric : e. g. if it is not possible 
35 that A should belong to any B, but B may belong to some 
of the Cs, it is necessary that A should not belong to some 
of the Cs. For if A belongs to all C, but cannot belong to 
any B, neither can B belong to any A. So if belongs to 
all C, to none of the Cs can B belong. But it was laid down 
that B may belong to some C. But when the particular 
40 affirmative in the negative syllogism, e.g. BC the minor pre- 
miss, or the universal proposition in the affirmative syllogism, 
Ms”?- Cf. 33‘7. *35” 10, 
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e.g. AB the major premiss, is necessary, there will not be an 36’* 
assertoric conclusion. The demonstration is the same as 
before.^ But if the minor premiss is universal, and pro- 
blematic, whether affirmative or negative, and the major 
premiss is particular and necessary, there cannot be a syllo- 5 
gism. Premisses of this kind are possible both where the 
relation is positive and necessary, e. g. animal — white — 
man, and where it is necessary and negative, e. g. animal — 
white — garment. But when the universal is necessary, the 
particular problematic, if the universal is negative we may 
take the terms animal — white — raven to illustrate the posi- 
tive relation, or animal — white — pitch to illustrate the 10 
negative ; and if the universal is affirmative we may take 
the terms animal — white — swan to illustrate the positive rela- 
tion, and animal — white — snow to illustrate the negative and 
necessary relation. Nor again is a syllogism possible when 
the premisses are indefinite or both particular. Terms 
applicable in either case to illustrate the positive relation 
are animal — white — man : to illustrate the negative, animal 
— white — inanimate. For the relation of animal to some 15 
white, and of white to some inanimate, is both necessary 
and positive and necessary and negative. Similarly if the 
relation is problematic ; so the terms may be used for all 
cases. 

Clearly then from what has been said a syllogism results 
or not from similar relations of the terms whether we are ao 
dealing with simple existence or necessity, with this excep- 
tion, that if the negative' premiss is assertoric the conclusion 
is problematic, but if the negative premiss is necessary 
the conclusion is both problematic and negative assertoric. 

[It is clear also that all the syllogisms are imperfect and are 
perfected by means of the figures above mentioned.*] *5 

17 In the second figure whenever both premisses are pro- 
blematic, no syllogism is possible, whether the premisses are 
affirmative or negative, universal or particular. But when 
one premiss is assertoric, the other problematic, if the 

’ “ig-25. 

' Maier, Syllogistik des ArUtoteles, ii. i. 176, n. 2, shows that this 
sentence has been wrongly introduced from 3^ i. 
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30 affirmative is assertoric no syllogism is possible, but if the 
universal negative is assertoric a conclusion can always be 
drawn. Similarly when one premiss is necessary, the 
other problematic. Here also we must understand the term 
‘ possible ' in the conclusions, in the same sense as before.' 

3S First we must point out that the negative problematic 
proposition is not convertible, e. g. if A may belong to no B, 
it does not follow that .5 may belong to no A. For suppose 
it to follow and assume that B may belong to no Since 
then problematic affirmations are convertible with negations, 
40 whether they are contraries or contradictories, and since B 
37* may belong to no A, it is clear that B may belong to all 4 . 
But this is false: for if all this can be that, it does not 
follow that all that can be this : consequently the negative 
proposition is not convertible. Further, these propositions 
are not incompatible, ‘ A may belong to no 5 ‘ ^ neces- 
5 sarilydoes not belong to some of the .(4s’; e.g. it is possible 
that no man should be white (for it is also possible that 
every man should be white), but it is not true to say that it 
is possible that no white thing should be a man : for many 
white things are necessarily not men, and the necessary (as 
we saw *) is other than the possible. 

Moreover it is not possible to prove the convertibility of 
10 these propositions by a reductio ad absurdum, i. e. by claim- 
ing assent to the following argument: ‘since it is false 
that B may belong to no yi, it is true that it cannot belong 
to no .(4, for the one statement is the contradictory of the 
other. But if this is so, it is true that B necessarily belongs 
to some of the As : consequently A necessarily belongs to 
some of the Bs. But this is impossible.’ ^ The argument 
cannot be admitted, for it does not follow that some A is 
15 necessarily B, if it is not possible that no A should be B. 
For the latter expression is used in two senses, one if 
some A is necessarily B, another if some A is necessarily 
not B. For it is not true to say that that which necessarily 
does not belong to some of the As may possibly not belong 
to any A, just as it is not true to say that what necessarily 

* 33’’29i 34’’27- *32*28. 

' Colon after £, full stop after adivaTov in 1 . 14, vdth Maier. 
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belongs to some A may possibly belong to all If any 30 
one then should claim that because it is not possible for C 
to belong to all D, it necessarily does not belong to some Z?, 
he would make a false assumption : for it does belong to 
all D, but because in some cases it belongs necessarily, 
therefore we say that it is not possible for it to belong to 
all. Hence both the propositions ‘A necessarily belongs to 
some B ' and ‘ A necessarily does not belong to some B ’ »5 
are opposed to the proposition ‘ A may belong to all B 
Similarly also they are opposed to the proposition * A may 
belong to no B It is clear then that in relation to what 
is possible and not possible, in the sense originally defined,' 
we must assume, not that A necessarily belongs to some B, 
but that A necessarily does not belong to some B. But if 
this is' assumed, no absurdity results : consequently no .^o 
syllogism. It is clear from what has been said that the 
negative proposition is not convertible.® 

This being proved, suppose it possible that A may belong 
to no B and to all C. By means of conversion no syllogism 
will' result : for the major premiss, as has been said, is not 
convertible. Nor can a proof be obtained by a reduetio ad 35 

* 32* 18. 

’ The argument put into the mouth of Aristotle’s opponent in 
11 . 10-14 is as follows : 

If A may be true of no B, B may be true of no A. 

(JT) For if not, B cannot be true of no .<4. 

( y) B must be true of some A. 

.•. A must be true of some B. 

But this is impossible, since ex hypothesi A may be tme of no B. 

B may be true of no A. 

Aristotle’s criticism in 11. 14-31 is as follows : 

The step from AT to K is unsound. ‘ B must be true of some A ’ is 
not the only alternative to ‘ B may be true of no A'. ^ There is also 
the alternative ‘ B must be untrue of some A ’. Necessity, not only the 
necessity that some B be A, but equally the necessity that some B be 
not A, is incompatible with the possibility that no B be A. 

The proper inference then in place of (Y) is ‘ Either B must be true 
of some A, or B must be untrue _rf some A ’. And from the second 
alternative no impossible conclusion follows, so that the proof per 
impossibile that B may be true of no A fails. 

Waltz’s reading in 1. 28 ai fidvai/ (cod. B) to e’f avayKtis . . . dXXa ml 
(BC) ri dvdyicijt is supported byPhilop. and Them. But Al. has the 
lectio difficilior without fuSiiov and mf, and the other is evidently only an 
attempt to make things easier. Not either alternative, nor both, but 
the disjunction of the two, is the proper inference from X. But in 
answer to the opponent’s assumption of Y we must make the counter- 
assumption ‘ B must be untrue of some A ’. 
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absurdum ; for if it is assumed that B can belong to all C} 
no false consequence results : for A may belong both to all 
C and to no C, In general, if there is a syllogism, it is clear 
that its conclusion will be problematic because neither of 
40 the premisses is assertoric ; and this must, be either affirma- 
tive or negative. But neither is possible. Suppose the con- 
37** elusion is affirmative: it will be proved by an example 
that the predicate cannot belong to the subject. Suppose 
the conclusion is negative : it will be proved that it is not 
problematic but necessary. Let A be white, B man, C 
5 horse. It is possible then for A to belong to all of the one 
and to none of the other. But it is not possible for B to 
belong nor not to belong to C. That it is not possible for 
it to belong, is clear. For no horse is a man. Neither is 
it possible for it not to belong. For it is necessary that no 
horse should be a man, but the necessary we found to be 
10 different from the possible.^ No syllogism then results. 

A similar proof can be given if the major premiss is nega- 
tive, the minor affirmative, or if both are affirmative or 
negative. The demonstration can be made by means of 
the same terms. And whenever one premiss is universal, 
the other particular, or both are particular or indefinite, or 
15 in whatever other way the premisses can be altered, the 
proof will always proceed through the same terms. Clearly 
then, if both the premisses are problematic, no syllogism 
results. 

But if one premiss is assertoric, the other problematic, if. 
ao if the affirmative is assertoric and the negative problematic 
no syllogism will be possible, whether the premisses are 
universal or particular. The proof is the same as above, 
and by means of the same terms. But when the affirma- 
tive premiss is problematic, and the negative assertoric, 
a$ we shall have a syllogism. Suppose A belongs to no B, 
but can belong to all C. If the negative proposition is 
converted, B will belong to no A. But A ex hypotkesi can 

* If Aristotle is to be saved from a fallacious inference we must, with 
Maier, in 11 . 35, 36 insert iiri before iram and before 4 irdpx<tv. But in 
view of the consent of the MSS. and the ancient commentators the 
mistake seems to ero back to Aristotle. 

’ 32*28. 
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belong to all C: so a. syllogism is made, proving by means 
of the first figure that B may belong to no C. Similarly 
also if the minor premiss is negative. But if both premisses 
are negative, one being assertoric, the other problematic, 30 
nothing follows necessarily from these premisses as they 
stand, but if the problematic premiss is converted into its 
complementary affirmative * a syllogism is formed to prove 
that B may belong to no C, as before : for we shall again 
have the first figure. But if both premisses are affirmative, 35 
no syllogism will be possible. This arrangement of terms 
is possible both when the relation is positive, e. g. health, 
animal, man, and when it is negative, e.g. health, horse, 
man. 

The same will hold good if the syllogisms are particular. 40 
Whenever the affirmative proposition is assertoric, whether 
universal or particular, no syllogism is possible (this is 38' 
proved similarly and by the same examples as above), but 
when .the negative proposition is assertoric, a conclusion 
can be drawn by means of conversion, as before. Again if 
both the relations are negative, and the assertoric proposi- 5 
tion is universal, although no conclusion follows from the 
actual premisses, a syllogism can be obtained by converting 
the problematic premiss into its complementary affirmative 
as before. But if the negative proposition is assertoric, but 
particular, no syllogism is possible, whether the other pre- 
miss is affirmative or negative. Nor can a conclusion be 10 
drawn when both premisses are indefinite, whether affirma- 
tive or negative, or particular. The proof is the same and 
by the same terms. 

19 If one of the premisses is necessary, the other problematic, 
then if the negative is necessary a syllogistic conclusion can 
be drawn, not merely a negative problematic but also a 15 
negative assertoric conclusion ; but if the affirmative premiss 
is necessary, no conclusion is possible. Suppose that A 
necessarily belongs to no B, but may belong to all C. If 
the negative premiss is converted B will belong to no : 
but A ex hypothesi is capable of belonging to all C : so once 


* Cf. 32*29. 
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ao more a conclusion is drawn by the first figure that B may 
belong to no C. But at the same time it is clear that B will 
not belong to any C. For assume that it does ; then if A 
cannot belong to any B, and B belongs to some of the Cs, 
A cannot belong to some of the fTs: but ex hypothesi it 
35 may belong to all. A similar proof can be given if the minor 
premiss is negative. Again let the affirmative proposition 
be necessary, and the other problematic \ i. e. suppose that 
A may belong to no B, but necessarily belongs to all C. 
When the terms are arranged in this way, no syllogism is 
30 possible. For (i) it sometimes turns out that B necessarily 
does not belong to C. Let A be white, B man, C swan. 
White then necessarily belongs to swan, but may belong to 
no man ; and man necessarily belongs to no sw’an. Clearly 
then we cannot draw a problematic conclusion ; for that 
35 which is necessary is admittedly distinct from that which is 
possible, (a) Nor again can we draw a necessary conclusion : 
for that presupposes that both premisses are necessary, or at 
any rate the negative premiss.* (3) Further it is possible 
also, when the terms are so arranged, that B should belong 
to C: for nothing prevents C falling under B,A being possible 
40 for all B, and necessarily belonging to C; e. g. if C stands 
for ‘ awake ’,B for ‘ animal’, .<4 for 'motion’. For motion 
38** necessarily belongs to what is awake, and is possible for 
every animal: and everything that is awake is animal. 
Cleai'ly then the conclusion cannot be the negative assertion, 
if the relation must be positive when the terms are related 
as above. Nor can the opposite affirmations ^ be established : 
consequently no syllogism is possible. A similar proof is 
5 possible if the tnajor premiss is affirmative. 

But if the premisses are similar in quality, when they are 
negative a syllogism can always be formed by converting 
the problematic premiss into its complementary affir ma tive 
as before.’ Suppose A necessarily does not belong to B, 

' Cf. 3 d'> 7 , 3 i» 2 i. 

* Read Kta-aifmirttav in 1. 4 with cod. n, Al. [Amm.], and Waitz. The 
opposite affirmations are 

‘ C may be B ' 

‘ C must be B ' 

'C\sB\ 


’ Cf. 32* 29. 
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and possibly may not belong to C\ if the premisses are 10 
converted B belongs to no A, and A may possibly belong 
to all C : thus we have the first figure. Similarly if the 
minor premiss is negative.^ But if the piemisses are affirma- 
tive there cannot be a syllogism. Clearly the conclusion 
cannot be a negative asseitoric or a negative necessary 15 
proposition because no negative premiss has been laid down 
either in the assertoric or in the necessary mode. Nor can 
the conclusion be a problematic negative proposition. For 
if the terms are so related, there are cases in which B neces- 
sarily will not belong to C\ e.g. suppose that A is white, ao 
B swan, C man. Nor can the opposite affirmations ‘ be 
established, since we have shown a case in which B neces- 
sarily does not belong to C. A syllogism then is not 
possible at all. 

Similar relations will obtain in particular syllogisms. For 
whenever the negative proposition is universal and necessary, 35 
a syllogism will always be possible to prove both a pro- 
blematic and a negative assertoric proposition (the proof 
proceeds by conversion) ; but when the affirmative proposi- 
tion is universal and necessary, no syllogistic conclusion can 
be drawn. This can be proved in the same way as for 
universal propositions, and by the same terms.® Nor is 
a syllogistic conclusion possible when both premisses are 30 
affirmative : this also may be proved as above.* But when 
both premisses are negative, and the premiss that definitely 
disconnects two terms is universal and necessary,® though 
nothing follows necessarily from the premisses as they are 
stated, a conclusion can be drawn as above* if the pro- 
blematic premiss is converted into its complementaiy affirma- 35 
tive. But if both are indefinite or particular, no syllogism 
can be formed. The same proof will serve, and the same 
terms.’ 

’ sc. and necessary. 

' Read Kara^(rctu> in 1 . 21 with AI. and Waitz. 

’Cf. »26-'>S. <11.12-23. 

° ‘ And necessary ’ is pointless, as the whole chapter is concerned 
only with combinations of a necessary with a problematic premiss. 
Possibly we should read q for xai in 1 . 32. The reading of AI.’s lemma 
oTipt/nKai KOI koBoXov ti avayKaia suggests that lau may have originated 
by dittography. *11.25-7. ’ Cf. 36** 12-18. 
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It is clear then from what has been said that if the uni- 
versal and negative premiss is necessary, a syllogism is 
40 always possible, proving not merely a negative problematic, 
but also a negative assertoric proposition ; but if the affirma- 
tive premiss is necessary no conclusion can be drawn. It is 
clear too that a syllogism is possible or not under the same 
39* conditions whether the mode of the premisses is assertoric or 
necessary. And it is clear that all the syllogisms are im- 
perfect, and are completed by means of the figures mentioned. 

In the last figure a syllogism is possible whether both or 
5 only one of the premisses is problematic. When the pre- 
misses are problematic the conclusion will be problematic ; 
and also when one premiss is problematic, the other assertoric. 
But when the other premiss is necessary, if it is affirmative 
the conclusion will be neither necessary nor assertoric ; but 
10 if it is negative the syllogism will result in a negative 
assertoric proposition, as above.* In these also we must 
understand the expression ‘ possible ’ in the conclusion in 
the same way as before. 

First let the premisses be problematic and suppose that 
15 both A and B may possibly belong to every C. Since then 
the affirmative proposition is convertible into a particular, 
and B may possibly belong to every C, it follows that C may 
possibly belong to some B. So, if A is possible for every C, 
and C is possible for some of the .^s, then A is possible for 
some of the B%. For we have got the first figure. And if 
30 A may possibly belong to no C, but B may possibly belong 
to all C, it follows that A may possibly not belong to some 
B ; for we shall have the first figure again by conversion. 
But if both premisses should be negative no necessary con- 
.sequence will follow from them as they are stated, but if the 
as premisses are converted into their corresponding affirmatives 
there will be a syllogism as before. For if A and B may 
possibly not belong to C, if ‘may possibly belong’ is sub- 
stituted we shall again have the first figure by means of 
conversion. But if one of the premisses is universal, the other 
particular, a syllogism will be possible, or not. under the 
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same arrangement of the terms as in the case of assertoric 30 
propositions. Suppose that A may possibly belong to all 
C, and B to some C. We shall have the first figure again 
if the particular premiss is converted. For if A is possible 
for all C, and C for some of the Bs, then A is possible for 
some of the Bs. Similarly if the proposition BC is universal. 35 
Likewise also if the proposition AC is negative, and the 
proposition BC affirmative : for we shall again have the first 
figure by conversion. But if both premisses should be nega- 
tive — the one universal and the other particular — although 
no syllogistic conclusion will follow from the premisses as 39’’ 
they are put, it will follow if they are converted, as above. 

But when both premisses are indefinite or particular, no 
syllogism can be formed : for A must belong sometimes 
to all B and sometimes to no To illustrate the affirmative 
relation take the terms animal — man — white ; to illustrate s 
the negative, take the terms horse — man — white — white 
being the middle term. 

ai If one premiss is pure, the other problematic, the con- 
clusion will be problematic, not pure ; and a syllogism will 
be possible under the same arrangement of the terms as 10 
before.' First let the premisses be affirmative: suppose 
that A belongs to all C, and B may possibly belong to all C. 

If the proposition BC is converted, we shall have the first 
figure, and the conclusion that A may possibly belong to 
some of the Bs. For when one of the premisses in the first 15 
figure is problematic, the conclusion also (as we saw*) is 
problematic. Similarly if the proposition BC is pure, AC 
problematic ; or if .^4 C is negative, BC affirmative, no matter 
which of the two is pure ; in both cases the conclusion will 
be problematic : for the first figure is obtained once more, 30 
and it has been proved that if one premiss is problematic in 
that figure the conclusion also will be problematic. But 
if the minor premiss BC is negative,* or if both premisses 
are negative, no syllogistic conclusion can be drawn from 

' i.e. where the premisses were pure, or problematic. 

* 33'’ *5-40. 

* Omit fvStxoiitvov in 1. 22 with cod. n, AI., Phil., Them., and Waitz. 
cVdi^d/ievoi' can easily be supplied in thought, since it is obvious that 
a negative assertoric minor ^ves no conclusion in the third figure. 
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the premisses as they stand, but if they are converted a 
as syllogism is obtained as before. 

If one of the premisses is universal, the other particular, 
then when both are affirmative, or when the universal is 
negative, the particular affirmative, we shall have the same 
sort of syllogisms : for all are completed by means of the 
30 first figure. So it is clear that we shall have not a pure but 
a problematic syllogistic conclusion. ■ But if the affirmative 
premiss is universal, the n^ative particular, the proof will 
proceed by a rediutio ad impossibile. Suppose that B belongs 
to all C, and A may possibly not belong to some Ci it 
35 follows that A may possibly not belong to some B. For if 
A necessarily belongs to all B, and B (as has been assumed) 
belongs to all C, A will necessarily belong to all C : for this 
has been proved before.^ But it was assumed at the outset 
that A may possibly not belong to some C. 

40' Whenever both premisses are indefinite or particular, no 
syllogism will be possible. The demonstration is the same 
as was given in the case of universal premisses,^ and proceeds 
by means of the same terms. 

If one of the premisses is necessary, the other problematic, 
5 when the premisses are affirmative a problematic affirmative 
conclusion can always be drawn ; when one proposition is 
affirmative, the other negative, if the affirmative is necessary 
a problematic negative can be inferred ; but if the negative 
proposition is necessary both a problematic and a pure 
negative conclusion are possible. But a necessary negative 
10 conclusion will not be possible, any more than in the other 
figures. Suppose first that the premisses are affirmative, 
i. e. that A necessarily belongs to all C, and B may possibly 
belong to all C. Since then A must belong to all C, and C 
may belong to some B, it follows that A may (not does) 
15 belong to some B : for so it resulted ^ in the first figure. 
A similar proof may be given if the proposition BC is 
necessary, and AC is problematic. Again suppose one 

* 30» 15-23. 

* No such demonstration occurs in the discussion of the case of two 
universal premisses. The reference is a careless one to the discussion 
of the case of two problematic premisses, 39^ 2-6. 

’ 35*26-8. 
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proposition is affirmative, the other negative, the affirmative 
being necessary: i.e. suppose A may possibly belong to 
no C, but B necessarily belongs to all C. We shall have ao 
the first figure once more : and — since the negative premiss 
is, problematic — it is clear that the conclusion will be pro- 
blematic: for when the premisses stand thus in the first figure, 
the conclusion (as we found*) is problematic. But if the 
negative premiss is necessary, the conclusion will be not 33 
only that A may possibly not belong to some B but also 
that it does not belong to some B. For suppose that A 
necessarily does not belong to C, but B may belong to all C. 

If the affirmative proposition BC is converted, we shall have 
the first figure, and the negative premiss is necessary. But 
when the premisses stood thus, it resulted ^ that A might 30 
possibly not belong to some C, and that it did not belong 
to some C ; consequently here it follows that A does not 
belong to some B, But when the minor premiss is negative, 
if it is problematic we shall have a syllogism by altering 
the premiss into its complementary affirmative, as before ; a 
but if it is necessary no syllogism can be formed. For A 
sometimes necessarily belongs to all B, and sometimes cannot 
possibly belong to any B. To illustrate the former take the 
terms sleep-r-sleeping horse — man; to illustrate the latter 
take the terms sleep — waking horse — man. 

Similar results will obtain if one of the terms is related 
universally to the middle, the other in part. If both pre- 40 
misses are affirmative, the conclusion will be problematic, not 40” 
pure; and also when one premiss is negative, the other 
affirmative, the latter being necessary. But when the nega- 
tive premiss is necessary, the conclusion also will be a pure 
negative proposition ; for the same kind of proof can be 5 
given whether the terms are universal or not. For the 
syllogisms must be made perfect by means of the first 
figure, so that a result which follows in the first figure 
follows also in the third. But when the minor premiss is 
negative and universal, if it is problematic a syllogism can 10 
be formed by means of conversion ; but if it is necessary 
a syllogism is not possible. The proof will follow the same 
* 36* 17-25. *36*32-9. 
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course as where the premisses are universal ; and the same 
terms may be used. 

It is clear then in this figure also when and how a syllo- 
gism can be formed, and when the conclusion is problematic, 
and when it is pure. It is evident also that all syllogisms in 
15 this figure are imperfect, and that they are made perfect by 
means of the first figure. 

It is clear from what has been said that the syllogisms in 
these figures are made perfect by means of universal syllo- 
gisms in the first figure and are reduced to them. That 
to every syllogism without qualification can be so treated, will 
be clear presently, when it has been proved that every 
syllogism is formed through one or other of these figures. 

It is necessary that every demonstration and every syllo- 
gism should prove either that something belongs or that it 
*5 does not, and this either universally or in part, and further 
either ostensively or hypothetically. One sort of hypothetical 
proof is the reductio ad impossibile. Let us speak first of 
ostensive syllogisms : for after these have been pointed out 
the truth of our contention will be clear with regard to those 
which are proved per impossibile, and in general hypothe- 
tically. 

30 If then one wants to prove syllogistically A of B, either 
as an attribute of it or as not an attribute of it, one must 
assert something of something else. If now A should be 
asserted of B, the proposition originally in question will have 
been assumed. But if A should be asserted of C, but C 
should not be asserted of anything, nor anything of it, nor 
anything else of A, no syllogism will be possible. For 
35 nothing necessarily follows from the assertion of some one 
thing concerning some other single thing. Thus we must 
take another premiss as well. If then A be asserted of 
something else, or something else of A, or something 
different of C, nothing prevents a syllogism being formed, 
but it will not be in relation to B through the premisses 
40 taken. Nor when C belongs to something else, and that to 
something else and so on, no connexion however being made 
41*^ with B, will a syllogism be possible concerning A in its 
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relation to B. For in general we stated ^ that no syllogism 
can establish the attribution of one thing to another* unless 
some middle term is taken, which is somehow related to 
each by way of predication. For the syllogism in general 
is made out of premisses, and a syllogism referring to this 5 
out of premisses with the same reference, and a syllogism 
relating this to that proceeds through premisses which relate 
this to that. But it is impossible to take a premiss in 
reference to B, if we neither affirm nor deny anything of it ; 
or again to take a premiss relating A to B, if we take 
nothing common, but affirm or deny peculiar attributes of 10 
each. So we must take something midway between the 
two, which will connect the predications, if we are to have 
a syllogism relating this to that. If then we must take 
something common in relation to both, and this is possible 
in three ways (either by predicating A of C, and C of B, or C 15 
of both, or both of C), and these are the figures of which we 
have spoken, it is clear that every syllogism must be made 
in one or other of these figures. The argument is the same 
if several middle terms should be necessary to establish the 
relation to B ; for the figure will be the same whether there 
is one middle term or many. 

It is clear then that the ostensive syllogisms are effected 
by means of the aforesaid figures ; these considerations will 
show that reductiones ad impossibile also are effected in the 
same way. For all who effect an argument per impossibile 
infer syllogistically what is false, and prove the original con- 
clusion hypothetically when something impossible results ^5 
from the assumption of its contradictory ; e. g. that the 
diagonal of the square is incommensurate with the side, 
because odd numbers are equal to evens if it is supposed to 
be commensurate.^ One infers syllogistically that odd 
numbers come out equal to evens, and one proves hypo- 
thetically the incommensurability of the diagonal, since 
a falsehood results through contradicting this. For this 3° 
we found to be reasoning per impossibile, viz. proving some- 

’ Cf. 25'’ 32. 

’ The proof is given in Euclid, Elements, Bk. x, App. 27 (ed. 
Heiberg and Menge). Cf. B. Russell, Introduction to Mathematical 
Philosophy, p. 67. 
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thing impossible by means of an hypothesis conceded at the 
banning. Consequently, since the falsehood is established 
in reductions ad impossibile by an ostensive syllogism, and 
the or^nal conclusion is proved hypothetically, and we have 
35 already stated that ostensive syllogisms are effected by 
means of these figures, it is evident that syllogisms per 
in^ssibile also will be made through these figures. Like- 
wise all the other hypothetical syllogisms : for in every case 
the syllogism leads up to the proposition that is substituted 
40 for the original thesis ; but the original thesis is reached by 
means of a concession or some other hypothesis.^ But if 
41** this is true, every demonstration and every syllogism must 
be formed by means of the three figures mentioned above. 
Bat when this has been shown it is clear that every syllogism 
is perfected by means of the first figure and is reducible to 
5 the universal syllogisms in this figure. 

Further in every syllogism one of the premisses must be 
affirmative, and universality must be present: unless one of 
the premisses is universal either a syllogism will not’ be 
possible, or it will not refer to the subject proposed, or the 
original position will be begged. Suppose we have to prove 
10 that pleasure in music is good. If one should claim as 
a premiss that pleasure is good without adding 'all’, 
no syllc^ism will be possible ; if one should claim that some 
pleasure is good, then if it is different from pleasure in 
music, it is not relevant to the subject proposed ; if it is 
this very pleasure, one is assuming that which was proposed 
at the outset to be proved. This is more obvious in geo- 
metrical proofs, e. g. that the angles at the base of an isosceles 
15. triangle are equal. Suppose the lines A and B have been 
drawn to the centre. If then one should assume that the 
angle AC \& equal to the angle BD, without claiming 
generally that angles of semicircles are equal ; and again if 
one should assume that the angle C is equal to the angle 27 , 
without the additional assumption that every angle of 

’ Aristotle is thinking of the method pf establishing a proposition A 
is B by inducing the opponent to agree that A is if AT is Y. All 
that remains then is to establish syllogistically that X is Y. That A 
is B thus follows from the agreement. 
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a segment is equal to every other angle of the same s^ment ; 
and further if one should assume that when equal angles are 
taken from the whole angles, which are themselves equal, 
the remainders E and F are equal, he will beg the thing to 30 
be proved, unless he also states that when equals are taken 
from equals the remainders are equal.* 

It is clear then that in every syllogism there must be 
a universal premiss, and that a universal statement is 
proved only when all the premisses are universal, while a 
particular statement is proved both from two universal 
premisses and from one only ; consequently if the conclusion 
is universal, the premisses also must be universal, but if the 33 

* The diagram Aristotle has in mind appears to be the foDowing : 



Here A and B are the equal sides, E and /^the angles at the base 
of the isosceles triangk. C and D are the angles formed by the base 
with the circumference. The angles formed by the equal sides with 
the base ate loosely called A C, BB. That the angles of the semicircle 
of the segment mean those formed by the diameter and the chord 
respectively with the circumference (as supposed by AI., Phil., Pacius, 
and Blancanus), not those in the semicirde and in the segment (as 
supposed by Waitz) seems to be sufficiently indicated by the l^ng^age 
of Euclid, iii; 16, 31. Contrast v iv ^luxvKXia, Post. An. 94*28, Met. 
1051*27. 
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premisses are universal it is possible that the conclusion may 
not be universal. And it is clear also that in every syllogism, 
either bolh or one of thepremisses must be like the conclusion. 

I mean not only in being affirmative or negative, but also in 
30 being necessary, pure, or problematic. We must consider 
also the other forms of predication. 

It is clear also when a syllogism in general can be made 
and when it cannot; and when a valid when a perfect 
syllogism can be formed ; and that if a syllogism is formed 
the terms must be arranged in one of the ways that have 
36 been mentioned. 

It is clear too that every demonstration will proceed 2f 
through three terms and no more, unless the same conclusion 
is established by different pairs of propositions; e. g. the 
conclusion E may be established through the propositions 
A and B, and through the propositions C and D, or through 
the propositions A and B, or A and C, or B and C.® For 
46 nothing prevents there being several middles for the same 
terms. But in that case there is not one but several 
4a* syllogisms. Or again when each of the propositions A and 
B is obtained by syllogistic inference, e. g. A by means of 
I) and E, and again B by means of F and G. Or one may 
be obtained by syllogistic, the other by inductive inference. 
But thus also the syllogisms are many ; for the conclusions 
S are many, e. g. A and B and C. But if this can be 
called one syllogism, not many, the same conclusion may be 
reached by more than three terms in this way, but it cannot 
be reached as C is established by means of A and B.^ 
Suppose that the proposition .£■ is inferred from the premisses 
A, B, C, and D. It is necessary then that of these one 
to should be related to another as whole to part : for it has 
already been proved that if a syllogism is formed some of 
its terms must be related in this way.* Si^ppose then that 
A stands in this relation to B. Some conclusion then 

' sc. but imperfect. 

’ Insert koJ Ar after AB in 1 . 39 with Ag, C, Al.,.Phil., and Waits. 

• i.e. by way of a simple syllogism. This is incompatible with there 
being more than three terms. 

‘ 40” 30. 
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follows from them. It mu-st either be E or one or other of 
C and Z7, or something other than these. 

(i) If it is E the syllogism will ha.veA andB for its sole 15 
premisses. But if C and D are so related that one is whole, 
the other part, some conclusion will follow from them also ; 
and it must be either E, or one or other of the propositions 
A and B, or something other than these. And if it is (i) E, 
or (ii) A or B, either (i) the syllogisms will be more than one, 
or (ii) the same thing happens to be inferred by means of 
several terms only in the sense which we saw to be possible.^ 
But if (iii) the conclusion is other than E or A or B, the ao 
syllogisms will be many, and unconnected with one another. 
But if C is not so related to D as to make a syllogism, the 
propositions will have been assumed to no purpose, unless 
for the sake of induction or of obscuring the argument or 
something of the sort. 

(a) But if from the propositions A and B there follows not 
E but some other conclusion, and if from C and D either A or as 
B follows or something else, then there are several syllogisms, 
and they do not establish the conclusion proposed : for we 
assumed that the syllogism proved E. And if no conclusion 
follows from C and D, it turns out that these propositions 
have been assumed to no purpose, and the syllogism does 
not prove the original proposition. 3° 

So it is clear that every demonstration and every syllogism 
will proceed through three terms only. 

This being evident, it is clear that a syllogistic conclusion 
follows from two premisses and not from more than two. 
For the three terms make two premisses, unless a new 
premiss is assumed, as was said at the beginning,* to perfect 
the syllogisms. It is clear therefore that in whatever ss 
syllogistic argument the premisses through which the main 
conclusion follows (for some of the preceding conclusions 
must be premisses) are not even in number, this argument 
either has not been drawn syllogistically or it has assumed 
more than was necessary to establish its thesis. 4° 

» 1 . 6 . 

’ The reference is to the new premisses produced by conversion, 
when a syllogism in the second or third figure is being reduced to one 
in the first. Cf. 34*>24. 
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4a’’ If then syllogisms are taken with respect to their main 
premisses, every syllogism will consist of an even number of 
premisses and an odd number of terms (for the terms exceed 
the premisses by one), and the conclusions will be half the 
5 number of the ‘premisses. But whenever a conclusion is 
reached by means of prosyllogisms or by means of several 
continuous middle terms,’ e. g. the proposition AJB by means 
of the middle terms C and Z>, the number of the terms will 
similarly exceed that of the premisses by one (for the extra 
term must either be added outside or inserted ; but in either 
case it follows that the relations of predication are one fewer 
10 than the terms related), and the premisses will be equal in 
number to the relations of predication. The premisses how- 
ever will not always be even, the terms odd ; but they will 
alternate — when the premisses are even, the terms must be 
odd ; when the terms are even, the premisses must be odd ; 
for along with one term one premiss is added, if a term is 
added from any quarter. Consequently since the premisses 
15 were (as we saw) even, and the terms odd, we must make 
them alternately even and odd at each addition. But the 
conclusions will not follow the same arrangement either in 
respect to the terms or to the premisses. For if one term is 
added, conclusions will be added less by one than the 
pre-existing terms : for the conclusion is drawn not in rela- 
30 tion to the single term last added, but in relation to all the 
rest, e.g. if to ABC the term B is added, two conclusions are 
thereby added, one in relation to A, the other in relation to B. 
Similarly with any further additions. And similarly too if 
the term is inserted in the middle : for in relation to one 
term only, a syllogism will not be constructed. Consequently 
35 the conclusions will be much more numerous than the terms 
or the premisses. 

Since we understand the subjects with which syllogisms a6 
are concerned, what sort of conclusion is established in each 
figure, and in how many moods this is done, it is evident to us 
both what sort of problem is difficult and what sort is easy 
30 to prove. For that which is concluded in manyfigures and 

' Omit fii in 1. 6 with cod. n, Al., Them., and Waitz. 
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through many moods is easier ; that which is concluded in 
few figures and through few moods is more difficult to 
attempt. The universal affirmative is proved by means of the 
first figure only and by this in only one mood ; the universal 
negative is proved both through the first figure and through 
the second, through the first in one mood, through the 35 
second in two. The particular affirmative is proved through 
the first and through the last figure, in one mood through 
the first, in three moods through the last. The particular 
negative is proved in all the figures, but once in the first, in 
two moods in the secoild, in three moods in the third. It is 40 
clear then that the universal affirmative is most difficult to 43* 
establish, most easy to overthrow. In general, universals 
are easier game for the destroyer than particulars: for 
whether the predicate belongs to none or not to some, they 
are destroyed ; and the particular negative is proved in all 
the figures, the universal negative in two. Similarly with 5 
universal negatives: the original statement is destroyed, 
whether the predicate belongs to all or to some : and this 
we found possible in two figures. But particular statements 
can be refuted in one way only — by proving that the 
predicate belongs either to ail or to none. But particular 
statements are easier to establish', for proof is possible 
in more figures and through more moods. And in general 10 
we must not forget that it is possible to refute statements 
by means of one another, I mean, universal statements by 
means of particular, and particular statements by means of 
universal : but it is not possible to establish universal 
statements by means of particular, though it is possible 
to establish particular statements by means of universal. 

At the same time it is evident that it is easier to refute 
than to establish. 13 

The manner in which every syllogism is produced, the 
number of the terms and premissesthrough which it proceeds, 
the relation of the premisses to one another, the character of 
the problem proved in each figure, and the number of the 
figures appropriate to each problem, all these matters are 
clear from what has been said. 

We must now state how we may ourselves always have a ao 
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ao supply of syllogisms in reference to the problem proposed 
and by what road we may teach the principles relative to 
the problem : for perhaps we ought not only to investigate 
the construction of syllogisms, but also to have the power 
of making them. 

as Of all the things which exist some are such that they 
cannot be predicated of anything else tiuly and universally, 
e. g. Cleon and Callias, i. e. the individual and sensible, but 
other things may be predicated of them (for each of these 
is both man and animat) ; and some things are themselves 
30 predicated of others, but nothing piior is piedicated of them ; 
and some are predicated of otheis, and yet otheis of them, 
e.g. man of Callias and animal of man. It is clear then 
that some things are naturally not stated of anything : for 
as a rule each sensible thing is such that it cannot be predi- 
cated of anything, save incidentally : for we sometimes say 
35 that that white object is Socrates, or that that which 
approaches is Callias. We shall explain in another place ' 
that there is an upward limit also to the process of predi- 
cating: for the present we must assume this. Of these 
ultimate predicates it is not possible to demonstrate 
another predicate, save as a matter of opinion, but these 
may be predicated of other things. Neither can individuals 
<0 be predicated of other things, though other things can be 
predicated of them. Whatever lies between these limits 
can be spoken of in both ways : they may be stated of others, 
and others stated of them. And as a rhie arguments and 
inquiries are concerned with these things. 

43 We must select the premisses suitable to each problem in 
this manner : first we must lay down the subject and the 
definitions and the properties of the thing ; next we must 
lay down those attributes which follow® the thing, and again 
those which the thing follows, and those which cannot 
5 belong to it. But those to which it cannot belong need not 
be selected, because the negative statement implied above 

* Post. An. i. ig-22. 

* The term ‘follow’ has been used to translate titfa- 6 ai with the 
implication of logical sequence. Though the usage is hardly idiomatic 
in regard to terms, one of which is consequent on or implied by the 
other, it has become current with respect to propositions. 
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is convertible. Of the attributes which follow we must 
distinguish those which fall within the definition, those 
which are predicated as properties, and those which are 
predicated as accidents, and of the latter those which 
apparently and those which really belong. The larger the 
supply a man has of these, the more quickly will he reach lo 
a conclusion ; and in proportion as he apprehends those 
which are truer, the more cogently will he demonstrate. But 
he must select not those which follow some particular but 
those which follow the thing as a whole, e. g. not what follows 
a particular man but what follows every man : for the 
syllogism proceeds through universal premisses. If the 
statement is indefinite, it is uncertain whether the premiss is 
is universal, but if the statement is definite, the matter is 
clear. Similarly one must select those attributes which the 
subject follows as wholes, for the reason given. But that 
which follows one must not suppose to follow as a whole, 
e.g. that every animal follows man or every science music, 
but only that it follows, without qualification, as indeed we 
state it in a proposition : for the other statement is useless ao 
and impossible, e.g. that every man is every animal or 
justice is all good. But that which something follows 
receives the mark ‘every’. Whenever the subject, for 
which we must- obtain the attributes that follow, is contained 
by something else, what follows or does not follow the 
highest term universally must not be selected in dealing with 
the subordinate term (for these attributes have been taken as 
in dealing with the superior term ; for what follows animal 
also follows man, and what does not belong to animal does 
not belong to man) ; but we must choose' those attributes 
which are peculiar to each subject. For some things 
are peculiar to the species as distinct from the genus; 'for 
species being distinct there must be attributes peculiar 
to each. Nor must we take as things which the superior 
term follows, those things which the inferior term follows, 
e. g. take as subjects of the predicate ‘ animal ' what are really 30 
subjects of the predicate ‘ man ’. It is necessary indeed, 
if animal follows man, that it should follow all thesfe also. 
But these belong more properly to the choice of what 
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concerns man. One must apprehend also normal conse- 
quents and normal antecedents; for propositions which 
obtain normally are established syllogisticallyfrom premisses 
35 which obtain normally, some if not all of them having this 
character of normality. For the conclusion of each s>*l- 
logism resembles its principles. We must not however 
choose attributes which are consequent upon all the terms : ^ 
for no syllogism can be made out of such premisses. The 
reason why this is so will be clear in the sequel.* 

If men wish to establish something about some whole, 28 
^they must look to the subjects of that which is being 
established (the subjects of which it happens to be asserted), 
and the attributes which follow that of which it is to be 
predicated. For if any of these subjects is the same as any 
of these attributes, the attribute originally in question must 
belong to the subject originally in question.® But if the 
purpose is to establish not a universal but a particular 
proposition, they must look for the terms of which the 
44 * terms in question are predicable: for if any of these are 
identical, the attribute in question must belong to some of 
the subject in question.* Whenever the one term has to 
belong to none of the other, one must look to the conse- 
quents of the subject, and to those attributes which cannot 
possibly be present in the predicate in question : ® or con- 
versely to the attributes which cannot possibly be present 
5 in the subject, and to the consequents of the predicate.® 

If any members of these groups are identical, one of the 
terms in question cannot possibly belong to any of the 
other. For sometimes a syllogism in the first figure 
results,^ sometimes a syllogism in the second. But if the 
object is to establish a particular negative proposition, we 
must find antecedents of the subject in question and attri- 
10 butes which cannot possibly belong to the predicate in 
question.® If any members of these two groups are identical, 

‘ i. e. on the major and minor terms. Two affirmative premisses in 
the second figure give no conclusion. * 44^20. 

’ We thus get a syllogism in Barbara. 

* Darapti. ® Cesare. ' Camestres. 

^ By converting the major premiss of the Cesare syllogism or the 
minor premiss of the Camestres syllogism. '* Felapton, by conversion. 
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it follows that one of the terms in question does not belong 
to some of the other. Perhaps each of these statements 
will become clearer in the following way. Suppose the 
consequents of A are designated by B, the antecedents 
of A by C, attributes which cannot possibly belong to A 
by D. Suppose again that the attributes of E are designated 15 
by F, the antecedents of E by G, and attributes which 
cannot belong to E by H. If then one of the Cs should be 
identical with one of the Fs^ A must belong to all Ei tot F 
belongs to all E, and A^ to all C, consequently A belongs 
to all E. If C and G are identical, A must belong to some 20 
of the Es: for A follows C, and £ follows all G. If F 
and E are identical, A will belong to none of the Es by 
a prosyllogism : for since the negative proposition is con- 
vertible, and F is identical with E, A will belong to none of 
the Fs, but F belongs to all £. Again, if S and E are 
identical, A will belong to none of the Es : tor B will belong as 
to all A, but to no A* : * for it was assumed to be identical 
with If, and If belonged to none of the Es. If E and G 
are identical, A will not belong to some of the Es : for it 
will not belong to G, because it does not belong to E : but 
G falls under E ; consequently A will not belong to some 30 
of the Es. If B is identical with G, there will be a con- 
verted syllogism : for A ^ will belong to all A, since B 
belongs to A and E to B (for B was found to be identical 
with G ) : but that A should belong to all E is not necessary, 
but it must belong to some E because it is possible to convert 
the universal statement into a particular. 35 

It is clear then that in every proposition which requires 
proof we must look to the aforesaid relations of the subject 
and predicate in question ; for all syllogisms proceed through 
these. But if we are seeking consequents and antecedents 
we'must look for those which are primary and most universal, 
e. g. in reference to E we must look to KF rather than to F 40 
alone, and in reference to A we must look to KC rather than 

‘ A in Bekker, 1 . 19, is a misprint for ro A. 

‘ Read S for rd d' in 1 . 26 with A2, C, and Waits. 

’ Read E in 1 . 31 with A, 83, C, and treat ri yap ... H 11 . 32-3 as 
parenthetical (Waitz). 
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44** to C alone.' For if A belongs to KF, it belongs both to F 
and to E : but if it does not follow KF, it xna.y yet follow F. 
Similarly we must consider the antecedents of A itself : for 
if a term follows the primary antecedents, it will follow those 
also which are subordinate, but if it does not follow the 
5 former, it may yet follow the latter. 

It is clear too that the inquiry proceeds through the three 
terms and the two premisses, and that all the syllogisms 
proceed through the aforesaid figures. For it is proved 
that A belongs to all E, whenever an identical' term is found 
among the Cs and Fs. This will be the middle term ; A and 
lo E will be the extremes. So the first figure is formed. And 
A will belong to so»u E, whenever C and G are apprehended 
to be the same. This is the last figure : for G becomes the 
middle term. And A will belong to no E, when D and F 
are identical. Thus we have both the first figure and the 
middle figure ; the first, because A belongs to no F, since 
IS the negative statement is convertible, and F belongs to 
all E ; the middle figure because D belongs to no A, and 
to all E. And A will aol belong to sofne E, whenever E 
and G are identical. This is the last figure: for A will 
belong to no G, and E will belong to all G. Clearly then 
JO all syllogisms proceed through the aforesaid figures, and we 
must not select consequents of all the terms,® because no 
syllogism is produced from them. For (as we saw) ® it is 
not possible at all to establish a proposition from conse- 
quents, and it is not possible to refute by means of a 
consequent of both the terms in question ; for the middle 
term must belong to the one, and not belong to the 
other. 

' Aristotle has in mind the proof in *12-10, where 
AU E is F. 

F = C. 

All C is A. 

All E is A. 

He now points out that it is preferable to take both the antecedents 
and the consequents of A and of £ in their most general form, e.g. to 
take KF, a radoXov which includes F, and KC, a xaddXou which includes 
C. If all KF is A , then all F and .'. all E is A, and by taking account 
of KF as well as of .F we shall have put the proof in a more satisfactory 
because more universal way. 

’ i.e. the consequents of A and E, * 37* 18-30, '>33-8. 
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It is clear too that other methods of inquiry by selection as 
of middle terms are useless to produce a syllogism, e.g. if 
the consequents of the terms in question are identical, or 
if the antecedents of A are identical with those attributes 
which cannot possibly belong to £, or if those attributes 
are identical which cannot belong to either term: for no 
syllogism is produced by means of these. For if the 
consequents arc identical, e. g. B and F, we have the 30 
middle figure with both premisses affirmative : if the ante- 
cedents of A are identical with attributes which cannot 
belong to E, e. g. C with //, we have the first figure with its 
minor premiss negative. If attributes which cannot belong 
to either term are identical, e.g. Cand H, both premisses are 35 
negative, either in the first or in the middle figure. But no 
syllogism is possible in this way. 

It is evident too that we must find out which terms in 
this inquiry are identical, not which are different or contrary, 
first because the object of our investigation is the middle 40 
term, and the middle term must be not diverse but identical. 
Secondly, wherever it happens that a .syllogism results from 45* 
taking contraries or terms which cannot belong to the same 
thing, all arguments can be reduced to the aforesaid moods, 
e. g. if B and F arc contraries or cannot belong to the same 
thing. For if these are taken, a syllogism will be formed 5 
to prove that A belongs to none of the Es, not however 
from the premisses taken but in the aforesaid mood. For B 
will belong to all A and to no E. Consequently B must 
be identical with one of the Hs. Again, if B and G cannot 
belong to the same thing, it follows that A will not belong 10 
to some of the Es \ for then too we shall have the middle 
figure : for B will belong to all A and to no fr Conse- 
quently B must be identical with some of the /fs.* For 
the fact that B and G cannot belong to the same thing 
differs in no way from the fact that B is identical with 
some of the Hs : for that includes everything which cannot i.s 
belong to E. 

It i.<8 clear then that from the inquiries taken by them- 

‘ And not to some E. 

* This does not actually follow. 
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selves no syllogism results ; but if B and F are contraries 
B must be* identical with one of the Hs. and the syllogism 
so results through these terms. It turns out then that those 
who inquire in this manner are looking gratuitously for 
some other way than the necessary way because they have 
failed to observe the identity of the Bs with the Hs. 

Syllogisms which lead to impossible conclusions are similar 
to ostensive syllogisms ; they also are formed by means of 
35 the consequents and antecedents of the terms in question. 
In both cases the same inquiry is involved. For what is 
proved ostensively may also be concluded syllogistically 
per impossibile by means of the same terms ; and what is 
proved per impossibile may also be proved ostensively, 
e. g. that A belongs to none of the A's. For suppose A 
to belong to some E : then since B belongs to all A and A 
30 to some of the Es, B will belong to some of the Es \ but it 
was assumed that it belongs to none. Again we may prove 
that A belongs to some E : for if A belonged to none of 
the Es, and E belongs to all G, A will belong to none of 
the Gs : but it was assumed to belong to all. Similarly 
with the other propositions requiring proof. The proof 
3iPer impossibile will always and in all cases be from the 
consequents and antecedents of the terms in question. 
Whatever the problem the same inquiry is necessary 
whether one wishes to use an ostensive syllogism or a 
reduction to impossibility. For both the demonstrations 
start from the same terms, e. g. suppose it has been proved 
that A belongs to no E, because it turns out that otherwise 
40 B belongs to some of the Es and this is impossible — if now 
it is assumed that B belongs to no E and to all yj, it is clear 
45 '’ that A will belong to no E. Again if it has been proved 
by an ostensive syllogism that A belongs to no E, assume 
that A belongs to some E and it will be proved per impossi- 
bile to belong to no E. Similarly with the rest. In all 
cases it is necessary to find some common term other than 
5 the subjects of inquiry, to which the syllogism establishing 
the false conclusion may relate, so that if this premiss is 

' Read onayKii tl for /iv in 1 . 18 with Bnu and Waltz. 
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converted,* and the other remains as it is, the syllogism 
will be ostensive by means of the same terms. For the 
ostensive syllogism differs from the reductio ad impossibik 
in this ; in the ostensive syllogism both premisses are laid 
down in accordance with the truth, in the reductio ad 10 
impossibik one of the premisses is assumed falsely. 

These points will be made clearer by the sequel,* when 
we discuss the reduction to impossibility : at present this 
much must be clear, that we must look to terms of the kinds 
mentioned whether we wish to use an ostensive syllogism 
or a reduction to impossibility. In the other hypothetical 1$ 
syllogisms, I mean those which proceed by substitution,* or 
by positing a certain quality,^ the inquiry will be directed 
to the terms of the problem to be proved — not the terms of 
the original problem, but the new terms introduced ; and 
the method of the inquiry will be the same as before. But 
we must consider and determine in how many virays hypo- 30 
thetical syllogisms are possible. 

Each of the problems then can be proved in the manner 
described; but it is possible to establish some of them 
syllogistically in another way, e. g. universal problems by 
the inquiry which leads up to a particular conclusion, with 
the addition of an hypothesis.® For if the Cs and the ffs 
should be identical, but E should be assumed to belong to 
the 6^s only, then A would belong to every E : and again 35 
if the Ds and the 6^s should be identical, but E should be 
predicated of the Gs only, it follows that A will belong to 
none of the Es. Clearly then we must consider the matter 
in this way also. The method is the same whether the 
relation is necessary or possible. For the inquiry will be 
the same, and the syllogism will proceed through terms 

' i.e. if this false conclusion is replaced by' its contradictoty and 
this is treated as a premiss. 

* ii. 14. * Cf. 41 ■39. 

* Al. and Phil, interpret this as referring to arguments diri roC 
paXXov xal ^ov xol iftoiov, from the possession of a quality in unequal 
or equal degree by two terms, i.e. arguments a fortiori and by analogy. 

' i.e. the assumption that C=G, which in 44* 19-21 proved that 
some E is A, will, if we add the hypothesis that onljr G is E, prove 
that all E is A; and the assumption that D= G, which in 44*28-30 
proved that some E is not A, will, if we suppose that only G is E, 
prove that no E is A, 
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30 arranged in the same order whether a possible or a pure 
proposition is proved. We must find in the case of possible 
relations, as well as terms that belong, terms which can 
belong though they actually do not : for we have proved 
that the syllogism which establishes a possible relation 
35 proceeds through these terms as well. Similarly also with 
the other modes of predication.^ 

It is clear then from what has been said not only that all 
syllogisms can be formed in this way, but also that they 
cannot be formed in any other. For every syllogism has 
been proved to be formed through one of the aforementioned 
40 figures, and these cannot be composed through other terms 
than the consequents and antecedents of the terms in ques- 

46- tion : for from these we obtain the premisses and find the 
middle term. Consequently a syllogism cannot be formed 
by means of other terms. 

The method is the same in all cases, in philosophy, in 3c 
any art or study. We must look for the attributes and the 
5 subjects of both our terms,® and we must supply ourselves 
with as many of these as possible, and consider them by 
means of the three terms, refuting statements in one way, 
confirming them in another, in the pursuit of truth starting 
from premisses in which the arrangement of the terms is in 
accordance with truth, while if we look for dialectical syllo- 
10 gisms we must start from probable premisses. The principles 
of syllogisms have been stated in general terms, both how 
they are characterized and how we must hunt for them, 
so as not to look to everything that is said about the 
terms of the problem or to the same points whether we 
are confirming or refuting, or again whether we are con- 
15 firming of all or of some, and whether we are refuting of 
all or some ; we must look to fewer points and they must 
be definite. We have also stated how we must select with 
reference to everything that is, e. g. about good or know- 
ledge. But in each science the principles which are peculiar ® 
are the most numerous. Consequently it is the business 

’ e.g. propositions asserting non-necessity, impossibility, &c. 

® Read tKmpov in 1 . 5 with A, B, C, AI., and Waits. 

’ Read Uiac in I. 17 with Al. and Waits. 
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of experience to give the principles which belong to each 
subject. I mean for example that astronomical experience 
supplies the principles of astronomical science : for once the 20 
phenomena were adequately apprehended, the demonstra- 
tions of astronomy were discovered. Similarly with any 
other art or science. Consequently, if the attributes of the 
thing are apprehended, our business will then be to exhibit 
readily the demonstrations. For if none of the true attri- 
butes of things had been omitted in the historical survey, as 
we should be able to discover the proof and demonstrate 
everything which admitted of proof, and to make that clear, 
whose nature does not admit of proof. 

In general then we have explained fairly well how we 
must select premisses ; we have discussed the matter 
accurately in the treatise concerning dialectic.' 3 ° 

31 It is easy to see that division into classes * is a small part 
of the method we have described : for division is, so to 
speak, a weak syllogism ; for what it ought to prove, it 
begs, and it always establishes something more general 
than the attribute in question. First, this very point had 
escaped all those who used the method of division ; and 35 
they attempted to persuade men that it was possible to 
make a demonstration of substance and essence. Conse- 
quently they did not understand what it is possible to prove 
syllogistically by division,® nor did they understand that it 
was possible to prove syllogistically in the manner we have 
described.* In demonstrations, when there is a need to 
prove a positive statement, the middle term through which 4 ° 
the syllogism is formed must always be inferior to and not 46** 
comprehend the first of the extremes. But division has 
a contrary intention : for it takes the universal as middle. 

Let animal be the term signified by A, mortal by and 
immortal by C, and let man, whose definition is to be got, 

' Topics, especially i. 14. 

* Anstotle is thinking of Plato's establishment of definitions by 
means of division by dichotomy. 

® Read SuupoviUvovs in 1 . 38 with codd. mn, Al., Phil,, Them., and 
Waits. 

* In cc. i-3a 
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5 be signified by D. The man who divides assumes that 
every animal is either mortal or immortal : i. e. whatever 
is A is all either B or C. Again, always dividing, he lays 
it down that man is an animal, so he assumes ^ of as 
belonging to it. Now the true conclusion is that every D 
lo is either B or C, consequently man must be either mortal or 
immortal, but it is not necessary that man should be a mortal 
animal — this is begged : and this is what ought to have been 
proved syllogistically. And £^ain, taking A as mortal animal, 
B as footed, C as footless, and D as man, he assumes in the 
IS same way that A inheres either in .5 or in C (for every mortal 
animal is either footed or footless), and he assumes A of D 
(for he assumed man, as we saw, to be a mortal animal) ; 
consequently it is necessary that man should be either a 
footed or a footless animal ; but it is not necessary that man 
should be footed ; this he assumes ; and it is just this again 
which he ought to have demonstrated. Always dividing 
30 then in this way it turns out that these logicians assume as 
middle the universal term, and as extremes that which 
ought to have been the subject of demonstration and the 
differentiae. In conclusion, they do not make it clear, and 
show it to be necessary, that this is man or whatever the 
subject of inquiry may be : for they pursue the other method 
as altogether, never even suspecting the presence of the rich 
supply of evidence which might be used. It is clear that it 
is neither possible to refute a statement by this method of 
division, nor to draw a conclusion about an accident or 
property of a thing, nor about its genus, nor in cases in 
which it is unknown whether it is thus or thus, e. g. whether 
the diagonal is incommensurate. For if he assumes that 
30 every length is either commensurate or incommensurate, 
and the diagonal is a length, he has proved that the diagonal 
is either incommensurate or commensurate. But if he should 
assume that it is incommensurate, he will have assumed what 
he ought to have proved. He cannot then prove it : for this 
is his method, but proof is not possible by this method. 
Let A stand for ‘ incommensurate or commensurate ’, B for 
35 ‘ length ’, C for ‘ diagonal ’. It is clear then that this method 
of investigation is not suitable for every inquiry, nor is it 
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useful in those cases in which it is thought to be most 
suitable. 

From what has been said it is clear from what elements 
demonstrations are formed and in what manner, and to 
what points we must look in each problem. 

32 Our next business is to state how we can reduce syllogisms 
to the aforementioned figures : for this part of the inquiry 47 
still remains. If we should investigate the production of 
the syllogisms and had the power of discovering them, and 
further if we could resolve the syllogisms produced into 
the aforementioned figures, our original problem would be $ 
brought to a conclusion. It will happen at the same time 
that what has been already said will be confirmed and its 
truth made clearer by what we are about to say. For 
everything that is true must in every respect agree with 
itself. 

First then we must attempt to select the two premisses 10 
of the syllogism (for it is easier to divide into large parts 
than into small,' and the composite parts are larger than 
the elements out of which they are made) ; next we must 
inquire which are universal and which particular, and if 
both premisses have not been stated, we must ourselves 
assume the one which is missing. For sometimes men put 
forward the universal premiss, but do not posit the premiss 15 
which is contained in it, either in writing or in discussion : 
or men put forward the premisses of the principal syllo- 
gism, but omit those through which they are inferred, 
and invite the concession of others to no purpose.* We 
must inquire then whether anything unnecessary has been 
assumed, or anything necessary has been omitted, and we 
must posit the one and take away the other, until we have 10 
reached the two premisses : for unless we have these, we 
cannot reduce* arguments put forward in the way described. 

In some arguments it is easy to see what is wanting, but 
some escape us, and appear to be syllogisms, because 
something necessary results from what has been laid 


’ i. e. the terms. * Top. viii. i. 

' Read (ivayayew in 1. 21 with B, C 2 , AI., and Waitz. 
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down, e. g. if the assumptions were made that substance is 
25 not annihilated by the annihilation of what is not substance, 
and that if the elements out of which a thing is made 
are annihilated, then that which is made out of them is 
destroyed : these propositions being laid down, it is neces- 
sary that any part of substance is substance ; this has not 
however been drawn by syllogism from the propositions 
assumed, but premisses are wanting. Again if it is necessary 
that animal should exist, if man does, and that substance 
should exist, if animal does, it is necessary that substance 
30 should exist if man does : but as yet the conclusion has not 
been drawn syllogistically : for the premisses are not in the 
shape we required. We are deceived in such cases because 
something necessary results from what is assumed, since 
the syllogism also is necessary. But that which is necessary 
is wider than the syllogism : for every syllogism is necessary, 
35 but not everj'thing which is necessary is a syllogism. Con- 
sequently, though something results when certain proposi- 
tions are assumed, we must not try to reduce it directly, 
but must first state the two premisses, then divide them into 
their terms. We must take that term as middle which 
is stated in both the premisses : for it is necessary that the 
middle should be found in both premisses in all the figures. 

If then the middle term is a predicate and a subject of 
predication, or if it is a predicate, and something else is 
denied of it, we shall have the first figure ; if it both is a 
predicate and is denied of something, the middle figure: 
if other things are predicated of it, or one is denied, the other 
5 predicated, the last figure. For it was thus that we found 
the middle term placed in each figure. It is placed similarly 
too if the premisses are not universal : for the middle term 
is determined in the same way. Clearly then, if the same 
term is not stated more than once in the course of an 
argument, a syllogism cannot be made : for a middle term 
has not been taken. Since we know what sort of thesis is 
10 established in each figure, and in which the universal, in 
what sort the particular is established, clearly we must not 
look for all the figures, but for that which is appropriate to 
the thesis in hand. If the thesis is established in more 
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figures than one, we shall recognize the figure by the 
position of the middle term. 

33 Men are frequently deceived about syllogisms because 15 
the inference is necessary, as has been said above some- 
times they are deceived by the similarity in the positing of 
the terms ; and this ought not to escape our notice. E. g. 

if A is stated of B, and B of C: it would seem that a 
syllogism is possible since the terms stand thus : but nothing 
necessary results, nor does a syllogism. Let A represent ao 
the term ‘ being eternal ’, B ‘ Aristomenes as an object of 
thought ’, C ‘ Aristomenes It is true then that A belongs 
to B. For Aristomenes as an object of thought is eternal. 

But B also belongs to C: for Aristomenes is Aristomenes 
as an object of thought. But A does not belong to C: for 35 
Aristomenes is perishable. For no“ syllogism was made 
although the terms stood thus: that required that the 
premiss AB should be stated universally. But this is false, 
that every Aristomenes who is an object of thought is 
eternal, since Aristomenes is perishable. Again let C stand 
for ‘Miccalus’, B for ‘musical Miccalus’, A for ‘perishing 30 
to-morrow’. It is true to predicate B of C: for Miccalus is 
musical Miccalus. Also A can be predicated of B: for 
musical Miccalus might perish to-morrow.® But to state A 
of C is false at any rate. This argument then is identical 
with the former ; for it is not true universally that musical 
Miccalus perishes «.o-morrow : but unless this is assumed, 
no syllogism (as we have shown) is possible. 

This deception then arises through ignoring a small 
distinction. For we accept the conclusion as though it 
made no difference whether we said ‘ This belongs to that ’ 
or ‘ This belongs to all of that ’. 

34 Men will frequently fall into fallacies through not setting 48* 
out ‘the terms of the premiss well, e. g. suppose A to be 
health, B disease, C man. It is true to say that A cannot 
belong to any B (for health belongs to no disease) and 
again that B belongs to every C (for every man is capable s 

^ 31. ‘ Read ov yap in 1 . 26 with A, B, C, and Waitz. 

’ i.e. Miccalus might to-morrow cease to be musical. 
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of disease). It would seem to follow that health cannot 
belong to any man. The reason for this is that the terms 
are not set out well in the statement, since if the things 
which are in the conditions are substituted, no syllogism 
10 can be made, e.g. if ‘healthy’ is substituted for ‘health’ 
and ‘ diseased ’ for ‘ disease For it is not true to say that 
being healthy cannot belong to one who is diseased. But 
unless this is assumed no conclusion results, save in respect 
of possibility : but such a conclusion is not impossible : for 
15 it is possible that health should belong to no man. Again 
the fallacy may occur in a similar way in the middle 
figure : ‘ it is not possible that health should belong to any 
disease, but it is possible that health should belong to every 
man, consequently it is not possible that disease should 
belong to any man In the third figure the fallacy results 
in reference to possibility. For health and disease, and 
ao knowledge and ignorance, and in general contraries, may 
possibly belong to the same thing, but cannot belong to 
one another. This is not in agreement with what was said 
before: for we stated' that when several things could 
belong to the same thing, they could belong to one another. 

It is evident then that in all these cases the fallacy arises 
>3 from the setting out of the terms : for if the things that are 
in the conditions are substituted, no fallacy arises. It is 
clear then that in such premisses what possesses the condi- 
tion ought always to be substituted for the condition and 
taken as the term. 

We must not always seek to set out the terms in a single 3 
30 word : for we shall often have complexes of words to which 
a single name is not given. Hence it is difficult to reduce 
syllogisms with such terms. Sometimes too fallacies will 
result from such a search, e.g. the belief that syllogism can 
establish that which has no mean. Let A stand for two 
right angles, B for triangle, C for isosceles triangle. A then 
35 belongs to C because of B : but A belongs to B without, 
the mediation of another term : for the triangle in virtue of 
its own nature contains two right angles, consequently 


‘ 39‘*4-i9« 
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there will be no middle term for the proposition 
although it is demonstrable. For it is clear that the middle 
must not always be assumed to be an individual thing, 
but sometimes a complex of words, as happens in the case 
mentioned. 

36 That the first term belongs to the middle, and the middle 4° 
to the extreme,* must not be understood in the sense that 
they can always be predicated of one another or that the 
first term will be predicated of the middle in the same way 48** 
as the middle is predicated of the last term. The same 
holds if the premisses are negative. But we must suppose 
the verb ‘ to belong ’ to have as many meanings as the 
senses in which the verb ‘to be ’ is used, and in which the 
assertion that a thing ‘is’ may be said to be tnie. Take 
for example the statement that there is a single science 5 
of contraries. Let A stand for ‘ there being a single science’, 
and B for things which are contrary to one another. Then 
A belongs to B, not in the sense that contraries are * the 
fact of there being a single science of them, but in the sense 
that it is true to say of the contraries that there is a single 
science of them. 

It happens sometimes that the first term is stated of the 10 
middle, but the middle is not stated of the third term, 
e.g. if wisdom is knowledge, and wisdom is of the good, the 
conclusion is that there is knowledge of the good. The 
good then is not knowledge, though wisdom is knowledge. 
Sometimes the middle term is stated of the third, but the 15 
first is not stated of the middle, e. g. if there is a science of 
everything that has a quality, or is a contrary, and the 
good both is a contrary and has a quality, the conclusion 
is that there is a science of the good, but the good is 
not science, nor is that which has a quality or is a 
contrary, though the good is both of these. Sometimes 
neither the first term is stated of the middle, nor the ao 
middle of the third, while the first is sometimes stated 
of the third, and sometimes not : e. g. if there is a genus of 
that of which there is a science, and if there is a science 

* i.e. the minor. 

* Omit the comma after in I. 7 with Al. and Waits. 
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of the good, we conclude that there is a genus of the 
good. But nothing is predicated of anything. And if that 
as of which there is a science is a genus, and if there is a 
science of the good, we conclude that the good is a genus. 
The first term then is predicated of the extreme, but in the 
premisses one thing is not stated of another. 

The same holds good where the relation is negative. 
For ‘ that does not belong to this ' does not always mean 
30 that ‘ this is not that ’, but sometimes that ‘ this is not of 
.that ’ or ‘ for that ’, e. g. ‘ there is not a motion of a motion 
or a becoming of a becoming, but there is a becoming of 
pleasuie : so pleasure is not a becoming.’ Or again it may 
be said that there is a sign of laughter, but there is not 
a sign of a sign, consequently laughter is not a sign. This 
holds in the other cases too, in which the thesis is refuted 
35 because the genus is asserted in a particular way, in relation 
to the terms of the thesis.^ Again take the inference 
‘opportunity is not the right time : for opportunity belongs 
to God, but the right time does not, since nothing is useful 
to God ’. We must take as terms opportunity — right time 
— God : but the premiss must be understood according to 
the case of the noun. For we state this universally without 
40 qualification, that the terms ought always to be slated in 
the nominative, e.g. man, good, contraries, not in oblique 
49 * cases, e.g. of man, of good, of contraries, but the premisses 
ought to be understood with reference to the cases of each 
term — either the dative, e.g. ‘equal to this’, or the genitive, 
e. g. ‘double of this’, or the accusative, e.g. ‘that which 
strikes or sees this’, or the nominative, e.g. 'man is an 
5 animal’, or in whatever other way the word falls in the 
premiss. 

The expressions ‘ this belongs to that ’ and ‘ this holds 37 
true of that ’ must be understood in as many ways as there 
are different categories, and these categories must be taken 
either with or without qualification, and further as simple 
or compound ; the same holds good of the corresponding 

' . e. negative syllogisms in the second figure in which the middle 
term is not strictly predicated of the extremes but is said to stand in 
some relation to them such as is indicated by the use of an oblique case. 
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native expressions. We must consider these points and lo 
define them better. 

38 A term which is repeated in the premisses ought to be 
joined to the first extreme, not to the middle. I mean for 
example that if a syllogism should be made proving that 
there is knowledge of justice, that it is good, the expression 
‘ that it is good ’ (or ‘ quA good ’) should be joined to the 
first term. Let A stand for ‘ knowledge that it is good 15 
B for good, C for justice. It is true to predicate A of 
B. For of the good there is knowledge that it is good. 
Also it is true to predicate B of C. For justice is identical 
with a good. In this way an analysis of the argument 
can be made. But if the expression ‘ that it is good ’ were 
added to B, the conclusion will not follow : for A will be ao 
true of B, but B will not be true of C. For to predicate of 
justice the term ‘good that it is, good’ is false and not 
intelligible. Similarly if it should be proved that the 
healthy is an object of knowledge quA good, or goat-stag 
an object of knowledge quA not existing,* or man perishable 
quA an object of sense : in every case in which an addition 
is made to the predicate, the addition must be joined to the as 
extreme.* 

The position of the terms is not the same when some- 
thing is established without qualification and when it is 
qualified by some attribute or condition, e.g. when the 
good is proved to be an object of knowledge and when it is 
proved to be an object of knowledge that it is good.® If it 
has been proved to be an object of knowledge without 30 
qualification, we must put as middle term ' that which is ', 
but if we add the qualification ‘ that it is good ’, the middle 
term must be ' that which is something Let A stand for 
‘knowledge that it is something’, B stand for 'something’, 
and C stand for ‘ good ’. It is true to predicate A oiBi for 
ex hypothesi there is a science of that which is something, 
that it is something. B too is true of C\ for that which C 

' i.e. in the sense that it can be known not to exist. Omit ioSavriti 
in 1. 24 with A, B, C, Al., Phil., and Waits. 

’ i.e. the major term. 

* Omit r( in t 39 mth Al., Phil,, Them., and Waitz. 
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35 represents is Siomething. Consequently A is true of C ; 
there will then be knowledge of the good, that it is good : 
for ex hypothesi the term ‘ something ’ indicates the thing’s 
special . nature. But if ‘ being ’ were taken as middle and 
‘ being ’ simply were joined to the extreme, not ‘ being some- 
thing’, we should not have had a syllogism proving that 
there is knowledge of the good, that it is good, but that 
49'’ it is ; e. g. let A stand for knowledge that it is, B for being, 

C for good. Clearly then in syllogisms which are thus 
limited we must take the terms in the way stated. 

We ought also to exchange terms which have the same 39 
value, word for word, and phrase for phrase, and word and 
5 phrase, and always take a word in preference to a phrase : 
for thus the setting out of the terms will be easier. For 
example if it makes no difference whether we say that the 
supposable is not the genus of the opinable or that the 
opinable is not identical with a particular kind of supposable 
(for what is meant is the same in both statements), it is 
better to take as the terms the supposable and the opinable 
in preference to the phrase suggested. 

10 Since the expressions ‘ pleasure is good' and ‘ pleasure is 41 
the good ’ are not identical, we must not set out the terms 
in the same way; but if the syllogism is to prove that 
pleasure is the good, the term must be ‘ the good ’, but 
if the object is to prove that pleasure is good, the term 
will be ‘ good '. Similarly in ail other cases. 

15 It is not the same, either in fact or in speech, that A 41 
belongs to all of that to which B belongs, and that A belongs 
to all of that to all of which B belongs : for nothing 
prevents B from belonging to C, though not to all Ci e.g. 
let B stand for beautiful, and C for white. If beauty belongs 
to something white, it is true to say that beauty belongs to 
that which is white ; but not perhaps to everything that is 
ao white. If then A belongs to B, but not to everything of 
which B is predicated, then whether B belongs to all C or 
merely belongs to C, it is not necessary that A should 
belong, I do not say to all C, but even to C at all. But if 
A belongs to everything of which B is truly stated, it will 
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follow that A can be said of all of that of all of which B is 
said. If however A is said of that of all of which ^ B may 15 
be said, nothing prevents B belonging to C, and yet A not 
belonging to all C or to any C at all. If then we take three 
terms it is clear that the expression ‘ A is said of all of which 
B is said ’ ® means this, ‘ A is said of all the things of which 
B is said And if B is said of all of a third term, so also is 30 
A : but if B is not said of all of the third term, there is no 
necessity that A should be said of all of it. 

We must not suppose that something absurd results 
through setting out the terms: for we do not use 
the existence of this particular thing, but imitate the 
geometrician who says that ‘ this line a foot long ’ or ‘ this 35 
straight line ’ or ‘ this line without breadth ’ exists although 
it does not, but does not use the diagrams in the sense that 
he reasons from them. For in general, if two things are not 
related as whole to part and part to whole, the prover 
does not prove from them, and so no syllogism is formed. 

We (I mean the learner) use the process of setting out terms 50“ 
like perception by sense, not as though it were impossible to 
demonstrate without these illustrative terms, as it is to 
demonstrate without the premisses of the syllogism. 

4a We should not forget that in the same syllogism not all 5 
conclusions are reached through one figure, but one through 
one figure, another through another. Clearly then we must 
analyse arguments in accordance with this. Since not every 
problem is proved in every figure, but certain problems 
in each figure, it is clear from the conclusion in what figure 10 
the premisses should be sought. 

43 In reference to those arguments aiming at a definition 
which have been directed to prove some part of the definition, 
we must take as a term the point to which the argument has 
been directed, not the whole definition: for so we shall 
be less likely to be disturbed by the length of the term : e.g. 
if a man proves that water is a drinkable liquid, we must 
take as terms drinkable and water. 15 

’ Omit the comma after Xf'yijTai in 1 . 26 with Waitz. 

‘ Omit tlie comma after B in I. 28 with Waitz. The Greek phrase 
is there ambiguous, and Aristotle’s object is to remove this ambiguity. 
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Further we must not try to reduce hypothetical syllogisms ; 44 
for with the given premisses it is not possible to reduce them. 
For they have not been proved by syllogism, but assented 
to by agreement. For instance if a man should suppose 
ao that unless there is one faculty of contraries, there cannot be 
one science, and should then argue that not every ^ faculty 
is of contraries, e. g. of what is healthy and what is sickly : 
for the same thing will then be at the same time healthy 
and sickly. He has shown ‘ that there is not one faculty of 
all contraries, but he has not proved that there is not 
»S a science. And yet one must agree. But the agreement 
does not come from a syllogism, but from an hypothesis. 
This argument cannot be reduced : but the proof that there 
is not a single faculty can. The latter argument perhaps 
was a syllogism : but the former was an hypothesis. 

The same holds good of arguments which are brought 
30 to a conclusion per impossibile. These cannot be analysed 
either; but the reduction to what is impossible can be 
analysed since it is proved by syllogism, though the rest of 
the argument cannot, because the conclusion is reached from 
an hypothesis. But these differ from the previous arguments : 
for in the former a preliminary agreement must be reached 
if one is to accept the conclusion ; e. g. an agreement that if 
there is proved to be one faculty of contraries, then contraries 
35 fall under the same science ; whereas in the latter, even if no 
preliminary agreement has been made, men still accept the 
reasoning, because the falsity is patent, e. g. the falsity of 
what follows from the assumption that the diagonal is com- 
mensurate, viz. that then odd numbers are equal to evens.® 

Many other arguments are brought to a conclusion by the 
40 help of an hypothesis ; these we ought to consider and mark 
out clearly. We shall describe in the sequel * their differences, 
50'’ and the various ways in which hypothetical arguments are 
formed : but at present this much must be clear, that it is 
not possible to resolve such arguments intO'the figures. And 
we have explained the reason. 

' Read naira for iiia in 1 . 21 with B, Al., and Waitz. 

“ Read cViSedcwrai for anoifStutrat in 1 . 24 with A, B, C, and Waitz. 

» Cf. 41*26. 

* This promise is not fulfilled in Aristotle’s extant works. 
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45 Whatever problems are proved in more than one figure, it 5 
they have been established in one figure by syllogism, can 
be reduced to another figure, e. g. a negative syllogism in 
the first figure can be reduced to the second, and a syllogism 
in the middle figure to the first, not all however but some 
only. The point will be clear in the sequel. If A belongs 
to no B, and B to all C, then A belongs to no C. Thus the jo 
first figure ; but if the negative statement is converted, we 
shall have the middle figure. For B belongs to no .< 4 , and 
to all C. Similarly if the syllogism is not universal but 
particular, e. g. if A belongs to no B, and B to some C. 
Convert the negative statement and you will have the 15 
middle figure. 

The universal syllogisms in the second figure can be 
reduced to the first, but only one of the two particular 
syllogisms. Let A belong to no B and to all C. Convert 
the negative statement, and you will have the first figure, ao 
For B will belong to no A, and A to all C. But if the 
affirmative statement concerns B, and the negative C, C must 
be made first term. For C belongs to no A, and to all .ff : 
therefore C belongs to no B. B then belongs to no C: for 
the negative statement is convertible. 25 

But if the syllogism is particular, whenever the negative 
statement concerns the major extreme, reduction to the 
first figure will be possible, e. g. if A belongs to no B and to 
some C : convert the negative statement and you will have 
the first figure. For B will belong to no A, and A to some 
C. But when the affirmative statement concerns the major 30 
extreme, no resolution will be possible, e. g. if A belongs to 
all B, but not to all C-. for the statement AB does not 
admit of conversion,^ nor would there be a syllogism if it 
did. 

Again syllogisms in the third figure cannot all be resolved 35 
into the first, though all syllogisms in the first figure can be 
resolved into the third. Let A belong to all B and B to 
some C. Since the particular affirmative is convertible, C 
will belong to some B : but A belonged to all : so that 
the third figure is formed. Similarly if the syllogism is 
^ i.e. simple conversion. 
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negative : for the particular aihrmative is convertible : there- 
to fore A will belong to no B, and to some C. 

51“ Of the syllogisms in the last figure one only cannot 
be resolved into the first, viz. when the negative statement is 
not universal : all the rest can be resolved. Let A and B be 
affirmed of all C; then C can be converted partially with 
s either A or B: C then belongs to some B. Consequently 
we shall get the first figure, if A belongs to all C, and C to 
.some of the 5 s. If A belongs to all C and B to some C, 
the argument is the same : for B is convertible in reference 
to C. But if B belongs to all C and A to some C, the first 
10 term must be B: for 5 belongs to all C, and C to some A, 
therefore B belongs to some A. But since the particular 
statement is convertible, A will belong to some B. If the 
syllogism is negative, when the terms are universal we must 
take them in a similar way. Let B belong to all C, and A 
15 to no 6*: then Cwill belong to some B.andA to no C; and 
so C will be middle term. Similarly if the negative state- 
ment is universal, the affirmative particular: for A will 
belong to no C, and C to some of the 5 s. But if the 
negative statement is particular, no resolution will be 
possible, e. g. if B belongs to all C, and A does not belong 
90 to some C: convert the statement BC and both premisses 
will be particular. 

It is clear that in order to resolve the figures * into one 
another the premiss which concerns the minor extreme must 
be converted in both the figures : for when this premiss is 
15 altered, the transition to the other figure is made. 

One of the syllogisms in the middle figure can, the other 
cannot, be resolved into the third figure. Whenever the 
universal statement is negative, resolution is possible. For 
if A belongs to no B and to some C, both B and C alike are 
convertible in relation to A, so that B belongs to no A, and 
30 C to some A. A therefore is middle term. But when A 
belongs to all B, and not to some C, resolution will not be 
possible : for neither of the premisses is universal after 
conversion. 

Syllogisms in the third figure can be resolved into the 
' i.e. the first and third figures. 
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middle figure, whenever the negative statement is universal, 35 
e.g. if A belongs to no C, and B to some or all C. For C 
then will belong to no A and to some B. But if the negative 
statement is particular, no resolution will be possible : for 
the particular negative does not admit of conversion. 

It is clear then that the same syllogisms cannot be 40 
resolved in these figures which could not be resolved into the 
first figure, and that when syllogisms are reduced to the 51 ’’ 
first figure these alone are confirmed by reduction to what is 
impossible. 

It is clear from what we have said how we ought to 
reduce syllogisms, and that the figures may be resolved into 
one another. 

46 In establishing or refuting, it makes some difference s 
whether we suppose the expressions ‘ not to be this ’ and 
‘ to be not-this ’ are identical or different in meaning, e. g. 

' not to be white ’ and ' to be not-white For they do not 
mean the same thing, nor is ‘ to be not-white ’ the negation 
of ‘ to be white ’, but ‘ not to be white The reason for this 10 
is as follows. The relation of ‘ he can walk ’ to ‘ he can not- 
walk ' is similar to the relation of ‘ it is white ’ to ‘ it is not- 
white ’ ; so is that of ‘ he knows what is good ’ to ‘ he knows 
what is not-good For there is no difference between the ex- 
pressions ‘ he knows what is good ’ and ‘ he is knowing what 
is good ’, or ‘ he can walk ’ and ‘ he is able to walk ’ : there- 15 
fore there is no difference between their contraries ‘he cannot 
walk ’ — ‘he is not able to walk ’. If then ‘ he is not able to 
walk ’ means the same as ‘ he is able not to walk ’, capacity 
to walk and incapacity to walk will belong at the same time 
to the same person (for the same man can both’ walk and not- 
walk, and is possessed of knowledge of what is good and of >0 
what is not-good), but an affirmation and a denial which are 
opposed to one another do not belong at the same time to 
the same thing. As then ‘ not to know what is good ’ is not 
the same ns ‘to know what is not good so ‘ to be not-good ’ 
is not the same as ‘not to be good ’. For when two pairs 
correspond, if the one pair are different from one another, the 
other pair also must be different. Nor is ‘ to be not-equal ’ the ts 
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same as ‘ not to be equal ’ : for there is something underlying 
the one, viz. that which is not-equal, and this is the unequal, 
but there is nothing underlying the other. Wherefore not 
everything is either equal or unequal, but everything is equal 
or is not equal. Further the expressions ‘ it is a not-white 
log ’ and ‘ it is not a white log ’ do not imply one another’s 
30 truth. For if ‘it is a not-white log’, it must be a log: 
but that which is not a white log need not be a log at 
all. Therefore it is clear that ‘ it is not-good ’ is not the 
denial of 'it is good’. If then every single statement 
may truly be said to be either an affirmation or a negation, 
if it is not a negation clearly it must in a sense be an 
affirmation. But every affirmation has a corresponding 
35 negation. The negation then of ‘ it is not-good ’ is ‘ it is 
not not-good’. The relation of these statements to one 
another is as follows. Let A stand for ‘ to be good ’, B 
for ‘ not to be good ’, let C stand for ‘ to be not-good ’ and 
be placed under and let D stand for ‘ not to be not-good ’ 
and be placed under A, Then either A ox B will belong to 
everything, but they will never belong to the same thing ; 
40 and either C ox D will belong to everything, but they will 
never belong to the same thing. And B must belong 
to everything to which C belongs. For if it is true to say 
5a* ‘ it is not-white ’, it is true also to say ‘ it is not white ’ : for 
it is impossible that a thing should simultaneously be white 
and be not-white, or be a not-white log and be a white log ; 
consequently if the affirmation does not belong, the denial 
must belong. But C does not always belong to B : for what 
5 is not a log at all, cannot be a not-white log either. On the 
other hand D belongs to everything to which A belongs. 
For either Cox D belongs to everything to which A belongs. 
But since a thing cannot be simultaneously not-white 


The text implies the following diagram : 

A (It IS good.) B (It is not good.) 

D (It is not not-good.) C (It is not-good.) 

Aristotle points out that A and B are contradictory. 

C toA D „ „ 

A and C „ contrary. 

B wd D „ compatible. 

D is inferable from A. 

B ,, .. It C*. 
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and white, D must belong to everything to which A belongs. 
For of that v/hich is white it is true to say that it is not not- 
white. But A is not true of all Z>. For of that which 
is not a log at all it is not true to say A, viz. that it is a 10 
white ^ log. Consequently is true, but A is not true, i. e. 
that it is a white log. It is clear also that A and C cannot 
together belong to the same thing, and that B and Z? may 
possibly belong to the same thing. 

Privative terms are similarly related to positive terms in 15 
respect of this arrangement. Let A stand for ‘ equal ’, B 
for ‘ not equal ’, C for ‘ unequal Z? for ‘ not unequal ’. 

In many things also, to some of which something belongs 
which does not belong to others, the negation may be true 
in a similar way,^ viz. that all are not white or that each is 30 
not white, while that each is not-white or all are not-white 
is false. Similarly also ‘ every animal is not-white ’ is not 
the negation of ‘ every animal is white ’ (for both are false) : 
the proper negation is ‘ every animal is not white '. Since it 
is clear that ‘ it is not-white ’ and ‘ it is not white ’ mean >$ 
different things, and one is an affirmation, the other a denial, 
it is evident that the method of proving each cannot be the 
same, e.g. that whatever is an animal is not white or may 
not be white, and that it is true to call it not-white ; for this 
means that it is not-white. But we may prove that it is true 
to call it white or not-white in the same way — for both are 30 
proved constructively by means of the first figure. For the 
expression ‘ it is true ’ stands on a similar footing to ‘ it is ’. 
For the negation of ‘ it is true to call it white ’ is not ‘ it is 
true to call it not-white ’ but ' it is not true to call it white ’. 

If then it is to be ^ true to say that whatever is a man is 
musical or is not-musical, we must assume that whatever 35 
is an animal either is musical or is not-musical; and the 
proof has been made. That whatever is a man is not musical 
is proved destructively in the three ways mentioned.* 

In general whenever A and B are such that they 'cannot 
belong at the same time to the same thing, and one of the 40 
two necessarily belongs to everything, and again C and D 

' Omit oil in 1. 1 1 with B, C2 , A1 , and Waitz. * Cf. II. 4, 5. 

' Read foroi in 1. 34. * Celarent, Cesate, Camestres. 
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52'’ are related in the same way, and A follows Cbut the relation 
cannot be reversed, then D must follow i> and the relation 
cannot be reversed. And A and D may belong to the same 
thing, but B and C cannot. P'irst it is clear from the 
5 following consideration that D follows B. For since either 
Cot D necessarily belongs to everything ; and since C can- 
not belong to that to which B belongs, because it carries A 
along with it and A and B cannot belong to the same thing ; 
it is clear that B must follow B. Again since C does not 
reciprocate with A, but C or D belongs to everything, it is 
10 possible that A and D should belong to the same thing. 
But B and C cannot belong to the same thing, because 
A follows C'l and so something impossible results. It is 
clear then that B does not reciprocate with D either, since 
it is possible that D and A should belong at the same time 
to the same thing. 

It results sometimes even in such an arrangement of terms 
IS that one is deceived through not apprehending the opposites 
rightly, one of which must belong to everything, e.g. we may 
reason that ' if A and B cannot belong at the same time to 
the same thing, but it is necessary that one of them should 
belong to whatever the other does not belong to : and again 
C and D are related in the same way, and A follows every- 
thing which C follows: it will result^ that B belongs 
necessarily to everything to which D belongs’: but this 
ao is false. ‘ Assume that F stands for the negation of A and B, 
and again that H stands for the negation of C and B, It is 
necessary then tliat either A ox F should belong to every- 
thing : for either the affirmation or the denial must belong. 
And again either C ox H must belong to everything: for 
they are related as affirmation and denial. And ex hypothesi 
A belongs to everything to which C belongs. Therefore H 
as belongs to everything to- which F belongs. Again since 
either F ox B belongs to everything, and similarly either H 
or B, and since H follows F, B must follow B : for we know 
this.^ If then A follows C, B must follow B\ But this is 
false : for as we proved ^ the sequence is reversed in terms 

' Omit yitp in 1 . 19 with A and B. ’ From *39-^ t3. 

• •39-'>i3. 
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so constituted. The fallacy arises because perhaps it is not 
necessary that A or F should belong to everj'thing, or that 30 
F or B should belong to everj-thing : for F is not the denial 
of A. For not-good is the n^^tion of good : and not-good 
is not identical with ‘ neither good nor not-good Similarly 
also with C and D. For two negations have been assumed 
in respect to one term.^ 

' In iL 18, 21. 
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5a’’ We have already explained the number of the figures, the i 
character and number of the premisses, when and how 
40 a syllogism is formed ; ^ further what we must look for when 
53 * refuting and establishing propositions, and how we should 
investigate a given problem in any branch of inquiry, also 
by what means we shall obtain principles appropriate to 
each subject.® Since some syllogisms are universal, others 
5 particular, all the universal syllogisms give more than one 
result, and of particular syllogisms the affirmative yield more 
than one, the negative yield only the stated conclusion. For 
all propositions are convertible save only the particular 
negative : and the conclusion states one definite thing about 
another definite thing. Consequently all syllogisms save the 
particular negative yield more than one conclusion, e. g. if 
>0 A has been proved to belong to all or to some B, then B 
must belong to some A : and if A has been proved to belong 
to no B, then B belongs to no A. This is a different 
conclusion from the former. But if A does not belong 
to some B, it is not necessary that B should not belong to 
some A ; for it may possibly belong to all A. 

J 5 This then is the reason common to all syllogisms whether 
universal or particular. But it is possible to give another 
reason concerning those which are universal. For all the 
things that are subordinate to the middle terni or to the 
conclusion may be proved by the same syllogism, if the 
former are placed in the middle, the latter in the conclusion ; 
»o e. g. if the conclusion AB is proved through C, whatever is 
subordinate to B or C must accept the predicate A ; for if D 
is included in .5 as in a whole, and B is included in A, then 
D will be included in A. Again if E is included in C as in 
a whole, and C is included in A, then E will be included in 
A. Similarly if the syllogism is negative. In the second 

' i. 1-26. * . 27-31. 
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figure it will be possible to infer only that which is subordi- 35 
nate to the conclusion, e. g. if A belongs to no B and to all 
C\ we conclude that B belongs to no C. If then D 
is subordinate to C, clearly B does not belong to it. But 
that B does not belong to what is subordinate to .< 4 , is not 
clear by means of the syllogism. And yet B does not 3° 
belong to E, if E is subordinate to A. But while it has 
been proved through the syllogism that B belongs to no C, 
it has been assumed without proof that B does not belong to 
Ay consequently it does not result through the syllogism that 
B does not belong to E. 

But in particular syllogisms there will be no necessity of 
inferring what is subordinate to the conclusion (for a syllogism 35 
does not result when this premiss ' is particular), but what- 
ever is subordinate to the middle term may be inferred, 
not however through the syllogism, e. g. if A belongs to all 
B and B to some C. Nothing can be inferred about that 
which is subordinate to C ; something can be inferred 
about that which is subordinate to B, but not through the 
preceding syllogism. Similarly in the other figures. That 40 
which is subordinate to the conclusion cannot be proved ; 
the other subordinate can be proved, only not through the 53** 
syllogism, just as in the universal syllogisms what is 
subordinate to the middle term is proved (as we saw) from 
a premiss which is not demonstrated : consequently either a 
conclusion is not possible in the case of universal syllogisms 
or else it is possible also in the case of particular syllogisms^ 

a It is possible for the premisses of the syllogism to be 
true, or to be false, or to be the one true, the other false. 5 
The conclusion is either true or false necessarily. From 
true premisses it is not possible to draw a false conclusion, 
but a true conclusion may be drawn from false premisses, 
true however only in respect to the fact, not to the reason. 

The reason cannot be established from false premisses : why 
this is so will be explained in the sequel.^ 10 

* i.e. the conclusion of the original syllogism, which would have to 
become the major premiss of the further syllogism required. A parti- 
cular major premiss yields no conclusion (in the first figure). 

* 57*40-’’ 17. 
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First then that it is not possible to draw a false conclusion 
from true premisses, is made clear by this consideration. 
If it is necessary that B should be when A is, it is necessary 
that A should not be when B is not. If then A is true, 
B must be true : otherwise it will turn out that the same 
15 thing both is and is not at the same time. But this is 
impossible. Let it not, because A is laid down as a single 
term, be supposed that it is possible, when a single fact is 
given, that something should necessarily result. For that 
is not possible. For what results necessarily is the con- 
clusion, and the means by which this comes about are at 
the least three terms, and two relations of subject and 
ao predicate or premisses. If then it is true that A belongs 
to all that to which B belongs, and that B belongs to all 
that to which C belongs, it is necessaiy that A should 
belong to all that to which C belongs, and this cannot be 
false : for then the same thing will belong and not belong 
at the same time. So A is posited as one thing, being two 
premisses taken together. The same holds good of negative 
as syllogisms : it is not possible to prove a false conclusion 
from true premisses. 

But from what is false a true conclusion may be drawn, 
whether both the premisses aie false or only one, provided 
that this is not either of the premisses indifferently,^ if it is 
taken as wholly false: but if the piemiss is not taken as 
wholly false, it does not matter which of the two is false.* 
30 (i) Let A belong to the whole of C, but to none of the .ffs, 

* Omit aXXa T^c ifVTtpat m 1 . 28 with codd. Bu, 

* The following cases are discussed in the sequel : 

Umversai premisses. 

J3’’ 30-54* I Both premisses wholly false, conclusion true. 

54* I, 2 Both premisses partly false, conclusion true. 

54*2-18 Major wholly false, minor true, conclusion false. 

54* i8-i8 Major partly false, minor true, conclusion true. 

54* 28-** 2 Major true, minor wholly false, conclusion true. 

54'’2-i 6 Major true, minor partly false, conclusion true. 

One premiss particular. 

54 !: 21-3S Major wholly false, minor true, conclusion true. 

54** 35-5 5* 4 Major partly false, minor true, conclusion true. 

55*4-19 Major true, minor wholly false, conclusion true. 

55* 19-28 Major partly false, minor wholly false, conclusion true. 

5 5* 28-'’ 2 Both premisses wholly false, conclusion true. 
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neither let B belong to C. This is possible, e.g. animal 
belongs to no stone, nor stone to any man. If then A is 
taken to belong to all B and B to all C, A will belong to 
all C ; consequently though both the premisses are false the 
conclusion is true : for every man is an animal. Similarly 3S 
with the negative. For it is possible that neither A nor B 
should belong to any C, although A belongs to all B, e, g. if 
the same terms are taken and man is put as middle : for 
neither animal nor man belongs to any stone, but animal 
belongs to every man.' Consequently if one term is taken 
to belong to none of that to which it does belong, and the 4° 
other term is taken to belong to all of that to which it does 
not belong, though both the premisses are false the con- 
clusion will be true. (2) A similar proof may be given if 54 * 
each premiss is partially false. 

(3) But if one only of the premisses is false, when the first 
premiss is wholly false, e. g. AB, the conclusion will not be 
true, but if the premiss BC is wholly false, a true conclusion 
will be possible. I mean by ‘ wholly false ’ the contrary of 
the truth, e. g. if what belongs to none is assumed to belong 5 
to all, or if what belongs to all is assumed to belong to none. 

Let A belong to no B, and B to all C. If then the premiss 
BC which I take is true, and the premiss AB is wholly false, 
viz. that A belongs to all B, it is impossible that the con- 
clusion should be true : for A belonged to none of the Cs, 
since A belonged to nothing to which B belonged, and B jo 
belonged to all C. Similarly there cannot be a true con- 
clusion if A belongs to all B, and B to all C, but while the 
true premiss BC is assumed, the wholly false premiss AB is 
also assumed, viz. that A belongs to nothing to which B 
belongs: here the conclusion must be false. For A will 
belong to all C, since A belongs to everything to which B *5 
belongs, and B to all C. It is clear then that when the first 
premiss is wholly false, whether affirmative or negative, and 
the other premiss is true, the conclusion cannot be true. 

(4) But if the premiss is not wholly false, a true conclusion 

J No S (men) are A (animals). 

All C (stones) are B (men). 

.’. No C (stones) are A (animals). 
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is possible. For if A belongs to all C and to some B, and if B 
lo belongs to all e, g. animal to every swan and to some 
white thing, and white to every swan, then if we take as 
premisses that A belongs to all B, and B to all C, A will 
belong to all C truly : for every swan is an animal. Similarly 
if the statement AB is negative. For it is possible that A 
3 S should belong to some B and to no C, and that B should 
belong to all C, e. g. animal to some white thing, but to no 
snow, and white to all snow. If then one should assume 
that A belongs to no B, and B to all C, then A will belong 
to no C. 

(5) But if the premiss AB, which is assumed, is wholly true, 
and the premiss BC is wholly false, a true syllogism will be 

30 possible : for nothing prevents A belonging to all B and to 
all C, though B belongs to no C, e. g. these being species of 
the same genus which are not subordinate one to the other : 
for animal belongs both to horse and to man, but horse to 
no man. If then it is assumed that A belongs to all B and 
B to all C, the conclusion will be true, although the premiss 
35 BC is wholly false. Similarly if the premiss AB is negative. 
For it is possible that A should belong neither to any B nor 
to any C, and that B should not belong to any C, e. g. a genus 
to species of another genus : for animal belongs neither to 
music nor to the art of healing, nor does music belong to 
54*’ the art of healing. If then it is assumed that A belongs to 
no B, and B to all C, the conclusion will be true. 

(6) And if the premiss BC is not wholly false but in part 
only, even so the conclusion may be true. For nothing 

5 prevents A belonging to the whole of B and of C, while B 
belongs to some C, e. g. a genus to its species and difference ; 
for animal belongs to every man and to every footed thing, 
and man to some footed things though not to all. If then 
it is assumed that A belongs to all B, and B to all C, A will 
belong to all C'. and this ex hypothesi is true. Similarly 
10 if the premiss AB is negative. For it is possible that A 
should neither belong to any B nor to any C, though B 
belongs to some C, e. g. a genus to the Species of another 
genus and its difference : for animal neither belongs to any 
wisdom nor to any instance of ‘ speculative but wisdom 
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belongs to some instance of ‘ speculative If then it should 
be assumed that A belongs to no B, and B to all C, A will 15 
belong to no C: and this m hypotfusi is true. 

In particular syllogisms it is possible when the first 
premiss is wholly false, and the other true, that the con- 
clusion should be true ; also when the first premiss .is false 
in part, and the other true ; ^ and when the first is true, and >0 
the particular is false ; and when both are false. (7) For 
nothing prevents A belonging to no B^ but to some C, and 
B to some C, e. g. animal belongs to no snow, but to some 
white thing, and snow to some white thing. If then ^ snow 
is taken as middle, and animal as first term, and it is assumed 15 
that A belongs to the whole of B, and B to some C, then 
the premiss AB \s wholly false, the premiss BC true, and 
the conclusion true. Similarly if the premiss AB is nega- 
tive : for it is possible that A should belong to the whole 
of B, but not to some C, although B belongs to some C, 30 
e.g. animal belongs to every man, but does not follow® 
some white, but man belongs to some white ; consequently 
if man be taken as middle term and it is assumed that A 
belongs to no B but B belongs to some C, the conclusion 
will be true although the premiss AB\% wholly false. 

(8) If the premiss AB is false in part, the conclusion may 35 
be true. For nothing prevents A belonging both to B and to 
some C, and B belonging to some C, e. g. animal to some- 
thing beautiful and to something great, and beautiful 
belonging to something great. If then A is assumed to 
belong to all B, and B to some C, the premiss AB will be 
partially false, the premiss BC will be true, and the con- 55“ 
elusion true. Similarly if the premiss AB is negative. For 
the same terms will serve, and in the same positions, to 
prove the point.* 

(9) Again if the premiss AB is true, and the premiss BC is 
false, the conclusion may be true. For nothing prevents.^ 3 
belonging to the whole of B and to some C, while B belongs 

‘ Omit oXi;t in 1 . 20 with A, B, C, and Waitz. 

‘ 06 in 1 . 24 (Bekker) is a misprint for olv, 

’ See note 43’’ 3. 

* viz. that a true conclusion may follow if one premiss is partially 
false, the other true. 
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to no C, e. g. animal to every swan and to some black things, 
though swan belongs to no black thing. Consequently if it 
should be assumed that A belongs to all and B to some C, 
10 the conclusion will be true, although the statement BC is 
false. Similarly if the premiss AB is negative. For it is 
possible that A should belong to no B, and not to some C, 
while B belongs to no C, e. g. a genus to the species of 
another genus and to the accident of its own species : for 
IS animal belongs to no number and not to some white things, ' 
and number belongs to nothing white. If then number is 
taken as middle, and it is assumed that A belongs to nq B, 
and B to some C, then A will not belong to some C, which 
ex hypothesi is true. And the premiss AB is true, the 
premiss BC false. 

(10) Also if the premiss ^45 is partially false, and the pre- 
ao miss BC is false too, the conclusion may be true. For nothing 

prevents A belonging to some B and to some C, though B 
belongs to no C, e. g. if B is the contrary of C, and both are 
accidents of the same genus: for animal belongs to some 
white things and to some black things, but white belongs to 
as no black thing. If then it is assumed that A belongs to all 
B, and B to some C, the conclusion will be true. Similarly 
if the premiss AB is negative: for the same terms arranged 
in'the same way will serve for the proof. 

(11) Also though both premisses are false the conclusion 
may be true. For it is possible that A may belong to no B 

30 and to some C, while B belongs to no C, e. g. a genus in rela- 
tion to the species of another genus, and to the accident of its 
own species : for animal belongs to no number, but to some 
white things, and number to nothing white. If then it is 
assumed that A belongs to all B and B to some C, the 
35 conclusion will be true, though both premisses are false. 
Similarly also if the premiss AB is negative. For nothing 
prevents A belonging to the whole of B, and not to some C, 
while B belongs to no C, e. g. animal belongs to every swan, 

’ Read in I. 15 rivi oS, which seems to have been read by Phil. 

No B (number) is A (animal). (True.) 

Some C (white) is B (number). (False.) 

.'. Some C (white) is not A (animal). (True.) 
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and not to some black things, and swan belongs to nothing 
black. Consequently if it is assumed that A belongs to 40 
no B, and B to some C, then A does not belong to some C, 55** 
The conclusion then is true, but the premisses are false. 

In the middle figure it is possible in every way to reach 
a true conclusion through false premisses, whether the syllo- 
gisms are universal or particular, viz. when both premisses 
are wholly false ; when each is partially false ; when one 5 
is true, the other wholly false (it does not matter which of 
the two premisses is false) ; if both premisses are partially 
false ; if one is quite true, the other partially false ; if one is 
wholly false, the other partially true.^ For (r) if A belongs 10 
to no B and to all C, e. g. animal to no stone and to every 
horse, then if the premisses are stated contrariwise and it is 
assumed that A belongs to all B and to no C, though the 
premisses are wholly false they will yield a true conclusion. 


' The possible combinations of premisses in which there is some 
element of falsity arc : 

(l) Wholly false with wholly false. 

(3) True with wholly false. 

(3) Partly false with partly false. 

(4) True with partly false. 

(5) Wholly false with partly false. 

firi Ti tKaripas seems, in the light of 36'* 20-33, to mean the third (and 
not the fifth) of these cases, which is also expressed by sol tl ip^irtpat 
firi Ti yIrfvSfir. Waitz would excise the latter clause for this reason, 
and Kn'i f! ^ SXij i) 8’ tni ti oiKifi^s because (nl tni ti 

does not occur elsewhere in Aristotle, (i) it must mean either (i) the 
same as ‘partly false’, so that case (5) is meant, a case entirely 
ignored by Aristotle throughout cc. 3-4, and therefore not to be expected 
here, or (ii) something else, in which case Aristotle illogieally omits all 
the other combinations which inclcde one ‘partly true’ premiss. 

To (a) it may be replied that M n aXi/ffi/r is justified by the use^of 
its opposite (iTrXur nXiyd^r 1 . 7, which Waitr does not reject (cf. oXij 
nXijd^t 1 . 17, &c.). To (i) it ma^ be replied that the clause plainly 
does indicate case (5) and that this case is expressly dealt with in the 
discussion of the first figure, 55* 19-38. It is true that this case is 
omitted in the detailed discussion of the. second figure, where with 
reference to universal syllogisms (i) is discussed in js'’ 10-16, (2) in 
SS* 16-23, (4) 'n 55*’ 23-38. (3) in 55'’ 38-56* 4, and with reference to 
particular syllogisms (3) is discussed in 56* 5-33, (r) in 56*32-’’3._ But 
similarly (3) is omitted in the discussion of particular syllogisms in the 
first figure. Aristotle does not attempt to work out all the possibilities. 

There remains the repetition involved in iiri n tKartpas and_ tl 
uptfioTtpni irti Ti i^fvttir. It is quite possible that through confusion 
Aristotle wrote the passage as it stands j if anything is to 'go it seems 
better to excise M n tKartpas as introduced by imitation of c. 4, sfi** 5. 
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15 Similarly if A belongs to all B and to no for we shall 
have the same syllogism. 

(a) Again if one premiss is wholly false, the other wholly 
true : for nothing prevents A belonging to all B and to all C, 
though B belongs to no C, e. g. a genus to its co-ordinate 
species. For animal belongs to every horse and man, and 
ao no man is a horse. If then it is assumed that animal 
belongs to all of the one, and none of the other, the one 
premiss will be wholly false, the other wholly true, and the 
conclusion will be true whichever term the negative state- 
ment concerns. 

(3) Also if one premiss is partially false, the other wholly 
true. For it is possible that A should belong to some B 

15 and to all C, though B belongs to no C, e. g. animal to 
some white things and to every raven, though white belongs 
to no raven. If then it is assumed that A belongs to no B, 
but to the whole of C, the premiss AB is partially false, the 
premiss A C wholly true, and the conclusion true. Similarly 
30 if the negative statement is transposed : ^ the proof can be 
made by means of the same terms. Also if the affirmative 
premiss is partially false, the negative wholly true, a true 
conclusion is possible. For nothing prevents A belonging 
to some 5 , but not to C as a whole,* while B belongs to 
no C, e. g. animal belongs to some white things, but to no 
35 pitch, and white belongs to no pitch. Consequently if it is 
assumed that A belongs to the whole of B, but to no C, the 
premiss AB is partially false, the premiss ACis wholly true, 
and the conclusion is true. 

(4) And if both the premisses are partially false, the 
conclusion may be true. For it is possible that A should 

40 belong to some B and to some C, and B to no C, e. g. animal 
to some white things and to some black things, though white 
56' belongs to nothing black. If then it is assumed that A 
belongs to all B and to no C, both premisses are partially 
false, but the conclusion is true. Similarly, if the negative 
premiss is transposed, the proof can be made by means of 
the same terms. 

‘ i.e. treated as minor instead of major premiss. 

' i.e. not to any C. 
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It is clear also that our thesis holds in particular syllo- 5 
gisms. For (5) nothing prevents A belonging to all B and 
to some C, though B does not belong to some C, e. g. animal 
to every man and to some white things, though man will 
not belong to some white things. If then it is stated that 
A belongs to no B and to some C, the universal premiss is 10 
wholly false, the particular premiss is true, and the con- 
clusion is true. Similarly if the premiss AB is affirmative : 
for it is possible that A should belong to no B, and not to 
some C, though B does not belong to some C, e. g. animal 
belongs to nothing lifeless, and does not belong to some 
white things, and lifeless will not belong to some white 15 
things.^ If then it is stated that A belongs to all B and 
not to some C, the premiss AB which is universal is wholly 
false, the premiss AC is true, and the conclusion is true. 
Also a true conclusion is possible when the universal premiss 
is true, and the particular is false. For nothing prevents A 
following ^ neither B nor C at all, while B does not belong to ao 
some C, e. g. animal belongs to no number nor to anything 
lifeless, and number does not follow some lifeless things. 

If then it is stated that A belongs to no B and to some C, 
the conclusion will be true, and the universal premiss true, 
but the particular false. Similarly if the premiss which is 15 
stated universally is affirmative. For it is possible that A 
should belong both to B and to C as wholes, though B does 
not follow some C, e. g. a genus in relation to its species 
and difference : for animal follows every man and footed 
things as a whole, but man does not follow every footed 
thing. Consequently if it is assumed that A belongs to the 
whole of B, but does not belong to some C, the universal 30 
premiss is true, the particular false, and the conclusion 
true. 

(6) It is clear too that though both premisses are false 
they may yield a true conclusion, since it is possible that A 

* Read off for oix *^apx** ^5 requires 

a negative, though this has little MS. support. 

All B (lifeless) is A (anim^)._ (False.) 

Some C (white) is not A f animal). fTrue.) 

.'. Some C (white) is not B (lifeless). (True.) 

* See note 43'’ 3. 
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should belong both to B and to C as wholes,^ though B 
35 does not follow some C. For if it is assumed that A belongs 
to no B and to some C the premisses are both false, but the 
conclusion is true. Similarly if the universal premiss is 
affirmative and the particular negative. For it is possible 
that A should follow no B and all C, though B does not 
40 belong to some C, e. g. animal follows no science but every 
man, though science does not follow every man. If then A 
56’’ is assumed to belong to the whole of B, and not to follow 
some C, the premisses are false but the conclusion is true. 

In the last figure a true conclusion may come through 4 
5 what is false, alike when both premisses are wholly false, 
when each is partly false, when one premiss is wholly true, 
the other false, when one premiss is partly false, the other 
wholly true, and vice versa, and in every other way in which it 
is possible to alter the premisses.* For (i) nothing prevents 
10 neither A nor B from belonging to any C, while A belongs 
to some B, e.g. neither man nor footed follows anything 
lifeless, though man belongs to some footed things. If then 
it is assumed that A and B belong to all ( 7 , the premisses 
will be wholly false, but the conclusion true. Similarly if 
one premiss is negative, the other affirmative. For it is 
15 possible that B should belong to no C, but A to all C, and that 
A should not belong to some B, e. g. black belongs to no 
swan, animal to every swan, and animal not to everything 
black. Consequently if it is assumed that B belongs to 

* The sense requires something like the reading implied in 1 . 34 by 
Boethius’ translation, viz. rafuy SXa 8i /iijdevi, in place of S\a, 

No £ is A. (False.) 

Some C is A. (F ^se.) 

.'. Some C is not £, (True.) 

But the confusion may be in Aristotle. 

* The following cases are discussed in the sequel : 

£a/A premisses universal. 

56^ 9-20 Both premisses wholly false, conclusion true. 

56^ 20-33 Both premisses partly false, conclusion true. 

56^33-57*9 One premiss true, the other wholly false, conclusion 
true. 

^j^g-26 One premiss true, the other partly false, conclusion 
true. 

One premiss pasiicular. 

57 * 2^35 Same situation as when both premisses are universal. 
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all C, and A to no C, A will not belong to some B : and the 
conclusion is true, though the premisses are false. lo 

(a) Also if each premiss is partly false, the conclusion 
may be true. For nothing prevents both A and B from 
belonging to some C while A belongs to some B, p. g. white 
and beautiful belong to some animals, and white to some 
beautiful things. If then it is stated that A and B belong 
to all C, the premisses are partially false, but the conclusion 25 
is true. Similarly if the premiss AC is stated as negative. 

For nothing prevents A from not belonging, and B from 
belonging, to some C, while A does not belong to all B, 
c. g. white does not belong to some animals, beautiful 
belongs to some animals, and white docs not belong to 30 
ever3rthing beautiful. Consequently if it is assumed that A 
belongs to no C, and B to all C, both premisses are partly 
false, but the conclusion is true. 

(3) Similarly if one of the premisses assumed is wholly 
false, the other wholly true. For it is possible that both^I and 
B should follow all C, though A does not belong to some B, 35 
e. g. animal and white follow every swan, though animal 
does not belong to everything white. Taking these then as 
terms, if one assumes that B belongs to the whole of C, but 
A does not belong to C at all, the premiss BC will be 
wholly true, the premiss A C wholly false, and the conclu- 
sion true. Similarly if the statement BC is false, the 40 
statement AC true, the conclusion may be true. The 
same terms will serve for the proof.' Also if both the 57“ 
premisses assumed are affirmative, the conclusion may 
be true. For nothing prevents B from following all C, 
and A from not belonging to C at all, though A belongs to 
some B, e. g. animal belongs to every swan,^ black to no 
swan, and black to some animals. Consequently if it is 5 
assumed that A and B belong to every C, the premiss BCvs 
wholly true, the premiss ACh wholly false, and the conclu- 

' ‘ Black — swan — lifeless’, which follow in the MSS. at 1. 1 , are not 
'the same terms’, and owe their origin to the (lost) commentary of 
Alexander, who saw that ‘the same terms’ — animal, white, swan — 
will not serve Aristotle’s turn — i.e. if they are as before respectively 
major, minor, and middle term. 

* Omit fiiv in 1. 4 with B and Waitz. 
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sion is true. Similarly if the premiss A C which is assumed 
is true : the proof can be made through the same terms. 

(4) Again if one premiss is wholly true, the other partly 
10 false, the conclusion may be true. For it is possible that B 

should belong to all C, and A to some C, while A belongs 
to some B, e. g. biped belongs to every man, beautiful not 
to every man, and beautiful to some bipeds. If then it 
is assumed that both A and B belong to the whole of C, 
the premiss BC is wholly true, the premiss A C partly false, 
>5 the conclusion true. Similarly if of the premisses assumed 
ACis true and BC partly false, a true conclusion is possible : 
this can be proved, if the same terms as before are trans- 
j^osed. Also the conclusion may be true if one premiss 
is negative, the other affirmative. For since it is possible 
that B should belong to the whole of C, and A to some fT, 
to and, when they are so, that A should not belong to all B, 
therefore if it is assumed that B belongs to the whole of 
C, and A to no C, the negative premiss is partly false, the 
other premiss wholly true, and the conclusion is true. 
Again since it has been proved that if A belongs to no C 
and B to some C, it is possible that A should not belong to 
as some C, it is clear that if the premiss AC is wholly true, 
and the premiss BC partly false, it is possible that the 
conclusion should be true. For if it is assumed that A 
belongs to no C, and B to all C, the premiss AC is wholly 
true, and the premiss BC is partly false. 

(5) It is clear also in the case of particular syllogisms ^ that 
30 a true conclusion may come through what is false, in every 

possible way. For the same terms must be taken as have 
been taken when the premisses are universal, positive terms 
in positive syllogisms, negative terms in negative. For it 
makes no difference to the setting out of the terms, whether 
one assumes that what belongs to none belongs to all or 
35 that what belongs to some belongs to all. The same applies 
to negative statements. 

It is clear then that if the conclusion is false, the pre- 
misses of the argument must be false, either all or some 
of them ; but when the conclusion is true, it is not necessary 
' i.e. syllogisms having one premiss particular. 
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that the premisses should be true, either one or all, yet it is 
possible, though no part of the syllogism is true, that the 
conclusion may none the less be true ; but it is not neces- 40 
sitated. The reason is that when two things are so related S?** 
to one another, that if the one is, the other necessarily is, 
then if the latter is not, the former will not be either, but if 
the latter is, it is not necessary that the former should be. 

But it is impossible that the same thing should be neces- 
sitated by the being and by the not-being of the same 
thing. I mean, for example, that it is impossible that B 
should necessarily be great since A is white and that B 5 
should necessarily be great since A is not white. For 
whenever since this. A, is white it is necessary that that, B, 
should be great, and since B is great that C should not be 
white, then it is necessary if A is white that C should not 
be white. And whenever it is necessary, since one of two 
things is, that the other should be, it is necessary, if the 10 
latter is not, that the former (viz. A) should not be. If 
then B is not great A cannot be white. But if, when A is 
not white, it is necessary that B should be great, it neces- 
sarily results that if B is not great, B itself is great. (But 
this is impossible.) For if B is not great, A will necessarily 
not be white. If then when this is not white B must be if 
great, it results that if B is not great, it is great, just as if it 
were proved through three terms. 

5 Circular and reciprocal proof means proof by means of 
the conclusion, i. e. by converting one of the premis.ses 
simply and inferring the other premiss which was assumed 2c 
in the original syllogism : ^ c. g. suppose it has been 
necessary to prove that A belongs to all C, and it has 
been proved through B ; suppose that A should now be 
proved to belong to B by assuming that A belongs to 
C, and C to B — so A belongs to Bi but in the first 
syllogism the converse was assumed, viz. that B belongs as 
to C, Or suppose it is necessary to prove that B belongs 
to C, and A is assumed to belong to C, whieh was the 
conclusion of the first syllogism, and B to belong to Ax 
but the converse was assumed in the earlier syllr^isni, 

* The sentence would be cleater if we could read \a^iv in 1. 20 . 
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viz. that A belongs to B. In no other way is reciprocal 
proof possible. If another term is taken as middle, the 
30 proof is not circular : for neither of the propositions assumed 
is the same as before : if one of the accepted terms is taken 
as middle, only one of the premisses of the first syllogism 
can be assumed in the second : for if both of them are 
taken the same conclusion as before will result: but it 
must be different. If the terms are not conveitible, one 
of the premisses from which the syllogism results must be 
undemonstrated : for it is not possible to demonstrate 
through these terms that the third belongs to the middle 
35 or the middle to the first. If the terms are convertible, 
it is possible to demonstrate everything reciprocally, e. g. if 
A and B and C are convertible with one another. Suppose 
the proposition AC has been demonstrated through B as 
middle term, and again the proposition AB through the 
conclusion and the premiss BC converted, and similarly the 
40 proposition BC through the conclusion and the premiss AB 
58 * converted. But it is necessary to prove both the premiss 
CB^ and the premiss BA : for we have used these alone 
without demonstrating them. If then it is assumed that B 
belongs to all C, and C to all A, we shall have a syllogism 
5 relating B to A. Again if it is assumed that C belongs to 
all A, and A to all B, C must belong to all B. In both 
these syllogisms the premiss CA has been a.ssumed without 
being demonstrated : the other premisses had ex hypothesi 
been proved. Consequently if we succeed in demonstrating 
this premiss, all the premi*-ses will have been proved 
lo reciprocally. If then it is assumed that C belongs to all B, 
and B to all A, both the premisses assumed have been 
proved, and C must belong to A. It is clear then that only 
if the terms are convertible is circular and reciprocal 
demonstration possible (if the terms are not convertible, 
15 the matter stands as we said above). But it turns out in 
these also that we use for the demonstration the very thing 
that is being proved: for C is proved of B, and B of A, 
by assuming that C is said of A, and C is proved of A 
through these premisses, so that we use the conclusion for 
30 the demonstration. 
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In negative syllogisms reciprocal proof is as follows. Let 
B belong to all C, and A to none of the 5s : we conclude 
that A belongs to none of the Cs. If again it is necessary 
to prove that A belongs to none of the 5s (which was 
previously assumed) A must belong to no C, and C to all 5: 
thus the previous premiss is reversed. If it is necessary to 
prove that 5 belongs to C, the proposition AB must no 
longer be converted as before : for the premiss ‘5 belongs to 
no .<4 ’ is identical with the premiss 'A belongs to no 5 '. But 
we must assume that 5 belongs to all of that to none of 
which A belongs. Let A belong to none of the Cs (which 30 
was the previous conclusion) and assume that 5 belongs to 
all of that to none of which A belongs. It is necessary then 
that 5 should belong to all C. Consequently each of the 
three propositions has been made a conclusion, and this 
is circular demonstration, to assume the conclusion and the 
converse of one of the premisses, and deduce the remaining 35 
premiss. 

In particular syllogisms it is not possible to demonstrate 
the universal premiss through the other propositions, but 
the particular premiss can be demonstrated. Clearly it is 
impossible to demonstrate the universal premiss : for what 
is universal is proved through propositions which are 
universal, but the conclusion is not universal, and the proof 4 ° 
must stait from the conclusion and the other premiss. 
Further a syllogism cannot be made at all if the other 
premiss is converted : for the result is that both premisses 
are particular. But the particular premiss may be proved. 
Suppose that A has been proved of some C through 5. If 
then it is assumed that 5 belongs to all A, and the conclu- 
sion is retained, 5 will belong to some C: for we obtain the s 
first figure and A is middle. But if the syllogism is nega- 
tive, it is not possible to prove the universal premiss, for 
the reason^ given above. But it is possible to prove the 
particular premiss, if the proposition A Bis converted as in 
the universal syllogism,* i. e. ‘ 5 belongs to some of that to 10 


' Read iC 0 in 1. 7 with Buble. 

’ Cf. » 29. Omit with A, B, and Wait* in 1 . 8 juv and in 1 . 9 ovk Joti, 
Sili irpna^^tat 8 * far tv. 
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some of which A does not belong ’ : otherwise no syllogism 
results because the particular premiss is negative. 

In the second figure it is not possible to prove an affir- 6 
mative proposition in this way, but a negative proposition 
*5 may be proved. An affirmative proposition is not proved 
because both premisses of the new syllogism are not affirma- 
tive (for the conclusion is negative) but an affirmative 
proposition is (as we saw) proved from premisses which are 
iMth affirmative. The negative is proved as follows. Let 
A belong to all B, and to no C: we conclude that 5 belongs 
*0 to no C. If then it is assumed that B belongs to all A,^ it 
is necessary that A should belong to no C: for we get the 
second figure, with B as middle. But if the premiss AB 
was negative, and the other affirmative, we shall have the 
first figure. For C belongs to all A, and B to no C, 
as consequently B belongs to no : neither then does A 
belong to B. Through the conclusion, therefore, and one 
premiss, we get no syllogism, but if another premiss is 
assumed in addition, a syllogism will be possible. But 
if the syllogism is not universal, the universal premiss 
cannot be proved, for the same reason as we gave above,* but 
30 the particular premiss can be proved whenever the universal 
statement is affirmative. Let A belong to all B, and not to 
all C: the conclusion is BC. If then it is assumed that B 
belongs to all A, but not to all C, A will not belong to some 
C, B being middle. But if the universal premiss is negative, 
the premiss AC will not be demonstrated by the conversion 
35 of AB ; for it turns out that either both or one of the 
premisses is negative ; consequently a syllogism will not be 
possible. But the proof will proceed as in the universal 
syllogisms,* if it is assumed that A belongs to some of that 
to some of which B does not belong. 

In the third figure, when both premisses are taken 7 
^ universally, it is not possible to prove them reciprocally : for 
that which is universal is proved through statements which 
59 * are universal, but the conclusion in this figure is always 

' Omit Tu it r tinitvi in L 20 with A, B, and Waitz. 

••38. »Cf.»a9. 
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particular, so that it is clear that it is not posdble at all to 
prove through this figure the universal premiss. But if one 
premiss is universal, the other particular, proof of the latter 
will sometimes be possible, sometimes not. When both the 
premisses assumed are affirmative, and the universal concerns 5 
the minor extreme, proof will be possible, but when it concerns 
the other extreme, impossible. Let A bdong to all C and 
B to some C-. the conclusion is the statement AB. If then 
it is assumed that C belongs to all A, it has been proved 
that C belongs to some B, but that B belongs to some C has 
not been proved. And yet it is necessary, if C belongs to 10 
some B, that B should belong to some C. But it is not the 
same that this should belong to that, and that to this : but 
we must assume besides that if this belongs to some of that, 
that belongs to some of this. But if this is assumed the 
syllogism no longer results from the conclusion and the 
other premiss. But if B belongs to all C, and A to some C, la 
it will be possible to prove the proposition AC, when it 
is assumed that C belongs to all B, and A to some B. For 
if C belongs to all B and A to some B, it is nece.ssaiy that 
A .should belong to some C, B being middle. And when- 
ever one premiss is affirmative, the other negative, and the 
affirmative is universal, the other premiss can be proved. 
Let B belong to all C, and A not to some C : the conclusion ao 
is that A does not belong to some B. If then it is assumed 
further that C belongs to all B, it is necessary that A should 
not belong to some C, B being middle. But when the 
negative premiss is universal, the other premi.ss is not 
proved, except as before,^ viz. if it is assumed that tkat 35 
belongs to some of that, to some of which this does not 
belong, e. g. if A belongs to no C, and B to some C : the 
conclusion is that A does not belong to some C. If then 
it is assumed that C belongs to some of that to some of which 
A does not belong, it is necessary that C should belong to 
some of the Bs. In no other way is it possible by 
converting the universal premiss to prove the other ; for 30 
in no other way can a syllogism be formed. 

It is clear then that in the first figure reciprocal proof is 
* 58 ’' 9 . 
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made both through the third and through the first figure — if 
the conclusion is affirmative through the first ; if the con- 
35 elusion is negative through the last. For it is assumed 
that that belongs to all of that to none of which this belongs. 
In the middle figure, when the syllogism is universal, proof 
is possible through the second figure and through the first, 
but when particular through the second and the last. In 
the third figure all proofs are made through itself. It 
40 is clear also that in the third figure and in the middle figure 
those syllogisms which are not made through those figures 
themselves ^ either are not of the nature of circular proof or 
are imperfect. 

SQ** To convert a syllogism means to alter the conclusion and £ 
make another syllogism to prove that either the extreme ^ 
cannot belong to the middle or the middle to the last ^ term. 
For it is necessary, if the conclusion has been changed into 
its opposite and one of the premisses stands, that the other 
5 premiss should be destroyed. For if it should stand, the 
conclusion also must stand. It makes a difference whether 
the conclusion is converted into its contradictory or into its 
contrary. For the same syllogism does not result whichever 
form the conversion takes. This will be made clear by the 
sequel. By contradictory opposition I mean the opposition 
of ‘ to all ’ to ‘ not to all and of ‘ to some ’ to ‘ to none ’ ; 
10 by contrary opposition I mean the opposition of ‘ to all ’ to 
‘ to none ’, and of ‘ to some ’ to ‘ not to some ’. Suppose that 
A has been proved of C, through B as middle term. If then 
it should be assumed that A belongs to no G, but to all B, 
B will belong to no C. And if A belongs to no C, and B to 
all C, A will belong, not to no B at all, but not to all B. For 
15 (as we saw) the universal is not proved through the last 
figure.* In a word it is not possible to refute universally by 
conversion the premiss which concerns the major extreme : 
for the refutation always proceeds through the third figure ; 
since it is necessary to take both premisses in reference to 
20 the minor extreme. Similarly if the syllogism is negative. 


‘ Cf. 58’’ 22-7, 59*6-14. 


‘ Major term. 


’ Minor. 


‘ i.6. 
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Suppose it has been proved that A belongs to no C through 
B. Then if it is assumed that A belongs to all C, and to no 
B, B will belong to none of the Cs. And if A and B belong 
to all C, A will belong to some B \ but in the original 
premiss it belonged to no B. 

If the conclusion is converted into its contradictory, the as 
syllogisms will be contradictory and not universal. For one 
premiss is particular, so that the conclusion also will 
be particular. Let the syllogism be affirmative, and let it 
be converted as stated. Then if A belongs not to all C, but 
to all B, B will belong not to all C. And if A belongs not 3 ° 
to all C, but B belongs to all C, A will belong not to all B, 
Similarly if the syllogism is negative. For if A belongs to 
some C, and to no B, B will belong, not to no C at all, but 
— not to some C. And if A belongs to some C, and B to 
all C, as was originally assumed, A will belong to some B. 35 
Irt particular syllogisms when the conclusion is converted 
into its contradictoiy, both premisses may be refuted, but 
when it is converted into its contrary, neither. For 
the result is no longer, as in the universal syllogisms,^ 4 ° 
a refutation in which the conclusion reached by conversion 
lacks universality, but no refutation at all. Suppose that A 6o“ 
has been proved of some C. If then it is assumed that A 
belongs to no C, and B to some C, A will not belong to some 
B : and if A belongs to no C, but to all B, B will belong to 
no C. Thus both premisses are refuted. But neither can 
be refuted if the conclusion is converted into its contrary. 5 
For if A docs not belong to some C, but to all B, then B 
will not belong to some C. But the original premiss is not 
yet refuted : for it is possible that B should belong to some 
C, and should not belong to some C. The universal premiss 
AB cannot be affected by a ^llogism at all : for if A does 
not belong to some of the Cs, but B belongs to some of the lo 
Csy neither of the premisses is universal. Similarly if the 
syllogism is negative : for if it should be assumed that A 
belongs to all C, both premisses are refuted: but if the 
assumption is that A belongs to some C, neither premiss is 
refuted. The proof is the same as before. 

' 11. 13-ao, 33-4. 
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15 In the second figure it is not possible to refute the premiss £ 
which concerns the major extreme by establishing something 
contrary to it, whichever form the conversion of the conclusion 
may take. For the conclusion of the refutation will always 
be in the third figure, and in this figure (as we saw ') there is no 
universal syllogism. The other premiss can be refuted in a 
manner similar to the conversion : I mean, if the conclusion of 
ao the first syllogism is converted intoits contrary, the conclusion 
of the refutation will be the contrary of the minor premiss 
of the first, if into its contradictory, the contradictory. Let A 
belong to all B and to no C: conclusion BC. If then it is 
assumed that B belongs to all C, and the proposition AB 
stands, A will belong to all C, since the first figure is pro- 
as duced. If B belongs to all C, and A to no C, then A belongs 
not to all B : the figure is the last. But if the conclusion BC 
is converted into its contradictory, the premiss AB will be 
refuted as before,* the premiss AC hy its contradictory. 
For if B belongs to some C, and A to no C, then A will not 
belong to some B. Again if B belongs to some C, and A to 
30 all B, A will belong to some C, so that the syllogism results 
in the contradictory of the minor premiss. A similar proof 
can be given if the premisses arc transposed in respect 
of their quality. 

If the syllogism is particular, when the conclusion is 
converted into its contrary neither premiss can be refuted, 
as also happened in the first figure,^ but if the conclusion is 
33 converted into its contradictory, both premisses can be 
refuted. Suppose that A belongs to no B, and to some C : 
the conclusion is BC. If then it is assumed that B belongs 
to some C, and the statement AB stands, the conclusion 
will be that A does not belong to some C. But the original 
statement has not been refuted : for it is possible that A 
should belong to some C and also not to some C. Again if 
40 B belongs to some C and A to some C, no syllogism will be 
possible: for neither of the premisses taken is universal. 

60’’ Consequently the proposition AB is not refuted. But 
if the conclusion is converted into its contradictory, both 

' i. 6. ’ i.e. by its contradictory. 

• Sg** 39-60* 1 , 6o* S-14. 
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premisses can be refuted. For if B belongs to all C, and A 
to no B, A will belong to no C\ but it was assumed to 
belong to some C. Again if B belongs to all C and A to 
some C, A will belong to some B. The same proof can be 
given if the universal statement is affirmative. 5 

o In the third figure when the conclusion is converted into 
its contrary^ neither of the premisses can be refuted in any 
of the syllogisms, but when the conclusion is converted into 
its contradictory, both premisses may be refuted and in all 
the moods. Suppose it has been proved that A belongs to 
some B, C being taken as middle, and the premisses being lo 
universal. If then it is assumed that A does not belong to 
some B, but B belongs to all C, no syllogism is formed about 
A and C. Nor if A does not belong to some B, but belongs 
to all C, will a syllogism be possible about B and C. 

A similar proof can be given if the premisses are not universal. 15 
For either both premisses arrived at by the conversion must 
be particular, or the universal premiss must refer to the minor 
extreme. But we found that no syllogism is possible thus 
either in the first or in the middle figure.' But if the 
conclusion is converted into its contradictory, both the 
premisses * can be refuted. For if A belongs to no B, and ao 
B to all C, then A belongs to no C: again if A belongs to 
no B, and to all C, B belongs to no C. And similarly if one 
of the premisses is not universal. For if A belongs to no B, 
and B to some C, A will not belong to some C\ if A 
belongs to no B, and to all C, B will belong to no C. 35 

Similarly if the original syllogism is negative. Suppose 
it has been proved that A does not belong to some B, BC 
being affirmative, A C being negative : for it was thus that, as 
we saw,® a syllogism could be made. Whenever then the 
contrary of the conclusion is assumed a syllogism will not 
be possible. For if A belongs to some B, and B to all C, 30 
no syllogism is possible (as we saw *) about A and C. Nor, 
if A belongs to some B, and to no C, was a syllogism 

* 26*17-21, 27*4-12. 

® Read ^(orpct^ijrat in 1. 19 (which Phil, seems to have read), and 
place the comma bcibre al npordrtu with Waits. 

• 28’’ 1-4, 15-29*10. * 26*30-6. 
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possible concerning B and C} Therefore the premisses are 
not refuted. But when the contradictory of the conclusion is 
assumed, they are refuted. For if A belongs to all and 
35 Bio C, A belongs to all C : but A was supposed originally 
to belong to no C. Again if A belongs to all B^ and to no 
C, then B belongs to no C: but it was supposed to belong 
to all C. A similar proof is possible if the premisses are 
not universal. For A C becomes universal and negative, the 
other premiss particular and affirmative. If then A belongs 
40 to all B, and B to some C, it results that A belongs to some 
C ; but it was supposed to belong to no C. Again if A 
6l“ belongs to all B, and to no C, then B belongs to no C: but 
it was assumed to belong to some C. K A belongs to some 
B and B to some C, no syllogism results ; nor yet if A 
belongs to some B, and to no C. Thus in one way the 
premisses are refuted, in the other way they are not. 

5 From what has been said it is clear how a syllogism 
results in each figure when the conclusion is converted; 
when a result contrary to the premiss, and when a result 
contradictory to the premiss, is obtained. It is clear that in 
the first figure the syllogisms are formed through the 
middle and the last figures, and the premiss which concerns 
10 the minor extreme is always refuted through the middle 
figure, the premiss which concerns the major through 
the last figure. In the second figure syllogisms proceed 
through the first and the last figures, and the premiss which 
concerns the minor extreme is always refuted through the 
first figure, the premiss which concerns the major extreme 
through the last. In the third figure the refutation proceeds 
through the first and the middle figures ; the premiss which 
IS concerns the major is always refuted through the first figure, 
the premia which concerns the minor through the middle 
figure. 

It is clear then what conversion is, how it is effected in : 
each figure, and what syllogism results. The syllogism 
per impossibUe is proved when the contradictory of the con- 
ao elusion is stated and another premiss is assumed ; it can be 

* 37 '> 6 - 8 . 

‘ i.e. in refutation of the premisses of a syllogism in the first figure. 
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made in all the figures. For it resembles conversion, differing 
only in this : conversion takes place after a syllogism has 
been formed and both the premisses have been taken, but 
a reduction to the impossible takes place not because the 
contradictory has been agreed to already, but because it is 35 
clear that it is true.^ The terms are alike in both, and the 
premisses of both are taken in the same way. For example 
if A belongs to all B, C being middle, then if it is supposed 
that A does not belong to all B or belongs to no B, but to 
all C (which was admitted to be true), it follows that C 
belongs to no B or not to all B. But this is impossible : 30 
consequently the supposition is false : its contradictory then 
is true. Similarly in the other figures : for whatever moods 
admit of conversion admit also of the reduction per int- 
possibile. 

All the problems can be proved per impossibik in all the 
figures, excepting the universal affirmative, which is proved 3S 
in the middle and third figures, but not in the first. Suppose 
that A belongs not to all B, or to no B, and take besides 
another premiss concerning either of the terms, viz. that C 
belongs to all A, or that B belongs to all D\ thus we get 
the first figure. If then it is supposed that A does not 40 
belong to all B, no syllogism results whichever term the 
assumed premiss concerns ; but if it is supposed that A 61'’ 
belongs to no B, when the premiss BD is assumed as well 
we shall prove syllogistically what is false, but not the 
problem proposed. For if A belongs to no B, and B belongs 
to all 27, A belongs to no 27. Let this be impossible : it is 5 
false then that A belongs to no B. But the universal affirma- 
tive is not necessarily true if the universal negative is false. 

But if the premiss CA is assumed as well, no syllogism 
results, nor does it do so when it is supposed that A does 
not belong to all B, Consequently it is clear that the 
universal affirmative cannot be proved in the first figure 
per impossibile. 

* i.e. in conversion we explicitly assume one premiss and the 
opposite of the conclusion, and thus form a syllogism ; in reduction ctd 
impossibile we need not explicitly assume the original premiss which is 
the opposite of the conclusion of the new syllogism ; we may treat its 
truth as obvious. 
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10 But the particular affirmative and the universal and par- 
ticular negatives can all be proved. Suppose that A belongs 
to no B, and let it have been assumed that B belongs to all 
or to some C. Then it is necessary that A should belong 
to no C or not to all C. But this is impossible (for let it be 
true and clear that A belongs to all C)\^ consequently if 
15 this is false, it is necessary that A should belong to some B. 
But if the other premiss assumed relates to .^4, no syllogism 
will be possible. Nor can a conclusion be drawn when the 
contrary of the conclusion is supposed, e. g. that A does not 
belong to some B. Clearly then we must suppose the 
contradictory. 

Again suppose that A belongs to some B, and let it have 
ao been assumed that C belongs to all .<4. It is necessary then 
that C should belong to some B. But let this be impossible, 
so that the supposition is false : in that case it is true that A 
belongs to no B, We may proceed in the same way if the 
proposition CA has been taken as negative. But if the 
premiss assumed concerns B, no syllogism will be possible. 
If the contrary is supposed, we shall have a syllogism and 
as an impossible conclusion, but the problem in hand is not 
proved. Suppose that A belongs to all B, and let it have 
been assumed that C belongs to all A. It is necessary then 
tiiat C should belong to all B, But this is impossible, so 
that it is false that A belongs to all B. But we have not 
yet shown it to be necessary that A belongs to no B, if it 
30 does not belong to all.?. Similarly if the other premiss 
taken concerns B\ we shall have a syllogism and a con- 
clusion which is impossible, but the hypothesis is not refuted. 
Therefore it is the contradictory that we nnust suppose. 

To prove that A does not belong to all B, we must suppose 
• that it belongs to all Bi for if belongs to all B, and C to 
35 all A, then C belongs to all B ; so that if this is impossible, 
the hypothesis is false. Similarly if the other premiss 
assumed concerns B, The same results if the original 
proposition CA was negative: for thus also we get a 
syllogism. But if the negative proposition concerns B, 

’ Read tora ... A 11. 13, 14 in brackets, and omit the comma after 
dXijder, with Waits. 
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nothing is proved. If the hypothesis is that A belongs 
not to all but to some B, it Ls not proved that A belongs 40 
not to all B, but that it belongs to no B. For if A belongs 
to some B, and C to all A, then C will belong to some B. 

If then this is impossible, it is false that A belongs to some B ; 
consequently it is true that A belongs to no B. But if this 6a“ 
is proved, the truth is refuted as well ; for the original con- 
clusion was that A belongs to some B, and does not belong 
to some B. Further the impossible does not result from 
the hypothesis : for then the hypothesis would be false, 5 
since it is impossible to draw a false conclusion from true 
premisses : but in fact it is true : for A belongs to some B. 
Consequently we must not suppose that A belongs to some 
B, but that it belongs to all B. Similarly if we should be 
proving that A does not belong to some B: for if ‘not to 
belong to some ' and ‘ to belong not to all ’ have the same 
meaning, the demonstration of both will be identical. lo 

It is clear then that not the contrary but the contradictory 
ought to be supposed in all the syllogisms. For thus we shall 
have necessity of inference, and the claim we make is one 
that will be generally accepted. For if of everything one or 
other of two contradictory statements holds good, then if it 
is proved that the negation does not hold, the affirmation 
must be true. Again if it is not admitted that the affirma- 15 
tion is true, the claim that the negation is true will be 
generally accepted. But in neither way does it suit to 
maintain the contrary, for it is not necessary that if the 
universal negative is false, the universal affirmative should 
be true, nor is it generally accepted that if the one is false 
the other is true. 

12 It is clear then that in the first figure all problems except 10 
the universal affirmative are proved per impossibUe. But in 
the middle and the last figures this also is proved. Suppose 
that A does not belong to all B, and let it have been assumed 
that.^ belongs to all C. If then A belongs not to all B, but »s 
to all C, C will not belong to all B. But this is impossible 
(for suppose it to be clear that C belongs to all B) : conse- 
quently the hypothesis is false. It is true then that A belongs 
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to all B. But if the contrary is supposed, we shall have a 
syllogism and a result which is impossible : but the problem 
30 in hand is not proved. For if A belongs to no i?, and to 
all C, C will belong to no B. This is impossible ; so that it 
is false that A belongs to no B. But though this is false, 
it does not follow that it is true that A belongs to all B. 

When A belongs to some B, suppose that A belongs to 
no B, and let A belong to all C. It is necessary then that C 
35 should belong to no B. Consequently, if this is impossible, 

A must belong to some B. But if it is supposed that A 
does not belong to some B, we shall have the same results * 
as in the first figure.^ 

Again suppose that A belongs to some B, and let A 
belong to no C. It is necessary then that C should not 
belong to some B. But originally it belonged to all B, 

^ consequently the hypothesis is false ; A then will belong to 
no B. 

When A does not belong to all B, suppose it does belong 
ea** to all B, and to no C. It is necessary then that C should 
belong to no B, But this is impossible : so that it is true 
that A does not belong to all B. It is clear then that all 
the syllogisms can be formed in the middle figure. 

5 Similarly they can all be formed in the last figure, i;. 
Suppose that A does not belong to some B, but C belongs 
to all B : then A does not belong to some C. If then this 
is impossible, it is false that A does not belong to some B ; 
so that it is true that A belongs to all B. But if it is supposed 
that A belongs to no we shall have a syllogism and a con- 
clusion which is impossible : but the problem'in hand is not 
10 proved : for if the contrary is supposed, we shal} have the 
same results as before.^ 

But to prove that A belongs to some B, this hypothesis 
must be made. If A belongs to no B, and C to some B, 

A will belong not to all C. If then this is false, it is true 
that A belongs to some B. 

15 When A belongs to no B, suppose A belongs to some B, 
and let it have been assumed that C belongs to all B. Then 

’ Read rair tarai in 1. 36. ’ 6l’’39-62*8. 

* » 28-32. Read rair lirrm in 1. 10 with cod. n. 
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it is necessary that A should belong to some C. But 
ex hypotkesi it belongs to no C, so that it is false that A 
belongs to some B. But if it is supposed that A belongs 
to all B, the problem is not proved. 

But this hypothesis must be made if we are to prove 
that A belongs not to all B. For if A belongs to all B ]» 
and C to some B, then A belongs to some C. But this we 
assumed not to be so, so it is false that A belongs to all B. 

But in that case it is true that A belongs not to all B. 

If however it is assumed that A belongs to some B, we shall 
have the same result as before.^ 

It is clear then that in all the syllogisms which proceed 25 
per impossibile the contradictory must be assumed. And it 
is plain that in the middle figure an affirmative conclusion, 
and in the last figure a universal conclusion, are proved in 
a way. 

14 Demonstration per impossibile differs from ostensive proof 

in that it posits what it wishes to refute by reduction ® to 30 
a statement admitted to be false ; whereas ostensive proof 
starts from admitted positions.* Both, indeed, take two 
premisses that 'are admitted, but the latter takes the pre- 
misses from which the syllogism starts?, the former takes 
one of these, along with the contradictory of the original 
conclusion. Also in the ostensive proof it is not necessary 35 
that the conclusion should be known, nor that one should 
suppose beforehand that it is true or not : in the other it is 
necessary to suppose beforehand that it is not true. It makes 
no difference whether the conclusion is affirmative 'or nega- 
tive; the method is the same in both cases. Everything 
which is concluded ostensively can be proved per impossibile, 
and that which is proved per impossibile can be proved 40 
ostensively, through the same terms.* Whenever the syllo- 
gism * is formed in the first figure, the truth ” will be found 63' 
in the middle or the last figure, if negative in the middle, 

' 6i*’ 39-62»8. Read tout’ fora* in 1. 23 with cod. n. 

' Omit the connna after amiptu' in-l. 30. 

^ Omit dXij^av in 1, 32 with B, C, and Waitz. 

'* Omit uuK . . , trx'/Maartv in I. 4 1 with the MSS. and Waitz. 

* i.e. the reduction o/i impossiUle, 

" i.e. the ostensive syllogism. 
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if affirmative in the last. Whenever the syllogism is formed 
in the middle figure, the truth will be found in the first, 
whatever the problem may be. Whenever the syllogism is 
5 formed in the last figure, the truth will be found in the first 
and middle figures, if affirmative in the first, if negative in 
the middle. Suppose that A has been proved to belong to 
no B, or not to all B, through the first figure. Then the 
hypothesis must have been that A belongs to some B, and 
lo the original premisses that C belongs to all A and to no B. 
For thus the syllogism was made and the impossible con- 
clusion reached. But this is the middle figure, if C belongs 
to all A and to no B. And it is clear from these premisses 
that A belongs to no B. Similarly if A has been proved 
15 not to belong to all B. For the hypothesis is that A 
belongs to all B; and the original premisses are that C 
belongs to all A but not to all B. Similarly too, if the 
premiss CA should be negative: for thus also we have 
the middle figure. Again suppose it has been proved that 
A belongs to some B. The hypothesis here is that A 
ao belongs to no . 5 ; and the original premisses that B belongs 
to all Cf and A either to all or to some C : for in this way 
we shall get what is impossible. But if A and B belong to 
all C, we have the last figure. And it is clear from these 
premisses that A must belong to some B. Similarly if B 
or A should be assumed to belong to some C. 

35 Again suppose it has been proved in the middle figure 
that A belongs to all B. Then the hypothesis must have 
been that A belongs not to all B, and the original premisses 
that A belongs to all C, and C to all B : for thus we shall 
get what is impossible. But if A belongs to all C, and C to 
all B, we have the first figure. Similarly if it has been 
30 proved that A belongs to some B : for the hypothesis then 
must have been that A belongs to no B^ and the original 
premisses that A belongs to all C, and C to some B, If the 
syllogism is negative, the hypothesis must have been that A 
belongs to some B, and the original premisses that A belongs 
to no C, and C to all B, so that the first figure results. If the 
35 syllogism is not universal, but proof has been given that A 
does not belong to some B, we may infer in the same way. 



BOOK 11 . 14 63* 

The hypothesis is that A belongs to all B, the original pre- 
misses that A belongs to no C, and C belongs to some B : 
for thus we get the first figure. 

Again suppose it has been proved in the third figure that 4° 

A belongs to all B. Then the hypothesis must have been 
that A belongs not to all B, and the original premisses that C 63'’ 
belongs to all B, and A belongs to all C : for thus we shall 
get what is impossible. And the original premisses form 
the first figure. Similarly if the demonstration establishes 
a particular proposition : the hypothesis then must have 
been that A belongs to no B, and the original premisses 
that C belongs to some B, and A to all C. If the syllogism ?, 
is negative, the hypothesis must have been that A belongs 
to some B, and the original premisses that C belongs to 
no A and to all B, and this is the middle figure. Similarly 
if the demonstration is not universal. The hypothesis will 
then be that A belongs to all B, the premisses that C belongs 10 
to no A and to some B : and this is the middle figure. 

It is clear then that it is possible through the same terms 
to prove each of the problems ostensively as well.^ Similarly 
it will be possible if the syllogisms are ostensive to reduce 
them ad impossibiU in the terms which have been taken, 15 
whenever the contradictory of the conclusion of the ostensive 
syllogism is taken as a premiss. For the syllogisms become 
identical with those which are obtained by means of con- 
version, so that we obtain immediately the figures through 
which each problem will be solved. It is clear then that 
every thesis can be proved in both ways, i.e.per impossibile 
and ostensively, and it is not possible to separate one method 30 
from the other. 

15 In what figure it is possible to draw a conclusion from 
premisses which are opposed, and in what figure this is not 
possible, will be made clear in this way. Verbally four kinds 
of opposition are possible, viz. universal affirmative to uni- 
versal negative, universal affirmative to particular negative, 35 
particular affirmative to universal negative, and particular 
affirmative to particular negative : but really there are only 

' Omit KOI . . . dSvwirov in 1 . 13 with A, C, and Waitz. 
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three : for the particular affirmative is only verbally opposed 
tb the particular negative. Of the genuine opposites I call 
those which are universal contraries, the universal affirma- 
tive and the universal negative, e. g; ‘ every science is good 
30 * no science is good ’ ; the others I call contradictories?- 

In the first figure no syllogism whether affirmative or 
negative can be made out of opposed premisses : no affirma- 
tive syllogism is possible because both premisses must be 
affirmative, but opposites are, the one affirmative, the other 
35 negative : no negative syllogism is possible because opposites 
affirm and deny the same predicate of the same subject, 
and the middle term in the first figure is not predicated 
of both extremes, but one thing is denied of it, and it is 
affirmed of something else: but such premisses are not 
opposed. 

40 In the middle figure a syllogism can be made both of 
contradictories and of contraries. Let A stand for good, let 
64“ B and C stand for science. If then one assumes that every 
science is good, and no science is good, A belongs to all B 
and to no C, so that B belongs to no C: no science then is 
a science. Similarly if after taking ‘ every science is good ’ 
5 one took ‘ the science of medicine is not good ’ ; for A 
belongs to all B but to no C, so that a particular science 
will not be a science. Again, a particular science will not 
be a science if A belongs to all C but to no B, and B is 
science, C medicine,, and A supposition : for after taking 
‘no science is supposition’, one has assumed that a par- 
10 ticular science is supposition. This syllogism differs from 
the preceding because the relations between the terms are 
reversed: before, the affirmative statement concerned B, 
now it concerns C, Similarly -if one premiss is not uni- 
versal : for the middle term is always that which is stated 
negatively of one extreme, and affirmatively of the other. 
15 Consequently it is possible that contradictories may lead to 
a conclusion, though not always or in every mood, but only 
if the terms subordinate to the middle are such that they 
are either identical or related as whole to part. Otherwise 

’ Elsewhere Aristotle sometimes expresses this by am^nriKur am- 

KurOat. 
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animalj because the syllogism springs out of a contradiction 
and the terms presupposed are either identical or related 
as whole and part. It is evident also that in fallacious 
reasonings nothing prevents a contradiction to the hypo- 
thesis from resulting, e. g. if something is odd, it is not odd. 
’S For the syllogism owed its contrariety to its contradictory 
premisses ; if we assume such premisses we shall get a result 
that contradicts our hypothesis. But we must recognize 
that contraries cannot be inferred from a single syllogism 
in such a way that we conclude that what is not good is 
good, or anything of that sort,* unless a self-contradictory 
20 premiss is at once assumed, e. g. ‘ every animal is white and 
not white ’, and we proceed ‘ man is an animal ’• Either .we 
must introduce the contradiction by an additional assump- 
tion, assuming, e. g., that every science is supposition,* and 
then assuming ‘ Medicine is a science, but none of it is 
supposition ’ (which is the mode in which refutations are 
»5 made), or we must argue from two syllogisms. In no other 
way than this, as was said before,^ is it possible that the 
premisses should be really contrary. 

To beg and assume the original question is a species i 
of failure to demonstrate the problem proposed ; but this 
30 happens in many ways. A man may not reason syllogisti- 
cally at all, or he may argue from premisses which are less 
known or equally unknown, or he may establish the ante- 
cedent by means of its consequents ; for demonstration pro- 
ceeds from what is more certain and is prior. Now begging 
the question is none of these: but since we get to know 
some things naturally through themselves, and other things 
3ii by means of something else (the first principles through 
themselves, what is subordinate to them through something 
else), whenever a man tries to prove what is not* self- 
evident by means of itself, then he begs the original 
question. This may be done by assuming what is in 

* i.e. in such a way that our conclusion is formally affirmative. 

* Omit (to* oix uTrdXijiffw in 1 . 23 with B, n, and Waits. 

_ • It has been shown that contrary premisses will not yield an affirma- 
tive self-contradictory conclusion in the first figure (63 ** 33) or in the 
third (64* 20). In the second of course all conclusions are negative. 

* Read /14 ri in 1 . 36 with A, B, C, and Waits. 
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question at once ; it is also possible to make a transition to 
other things which would naturally be proved through the 40 
thesis proposed, and demonstrate it through them, e.g. if A 65“ 
should be proved through B, and B through C, though it 
was natural that C should be proved through A : for it 
turns out that those who reason thus are proving A by 
means of itself. This is what those persons do who suppose 
that they are constructing parallel straight lines : for they 5 
fail to see that they are assuming facts which it is impossible 
to demonstrate unless the parallels exist. So it turns out 
that those who reason thus merely say a particular thing is, 
if it is : in this way everything will be self-evident. But 
that is impossible. 

If then it is uncertain whether A belongs to C, and also 10 
whether A belongs to B, and if one should assume that A 
does belong to B, it is not yet clear whether he begs the 
oiiginal question, but it is evident that he is not demonstra- 
ting : for what is as uncertain as the question to be answered 
cannot be a principle of a demonstration. If however B 
is so related to C that they are identical, or if they are 
plainly convertible, or the one belongs to the other,* the 15 
original question is begged. For one might equally well 
prove that A belongs to B through those terms if they are 
convertible. But if they are not convertible, it is the fact 
that they are not that prevents such a demonstration, not 
the method of demonstrating. But if one were to make the 
conveision, then he would be doing what we have described* 
and effecting a reciprocal proof with three propositions.® 
Similarly if he should assume that B belongs to C, this 
being as uncertain as the question whether A belongs to C, to 
the question is not yet begged, but no demonstration is 
made. If however A and B are identical either because 
they are convertible or because A follows B, then the 
question is begged for the same reason as before. For we 
have explained the meaning of begging the question, viz. 
proving that which is not self-evident by means of itself. 35 
If then begging the question is proving what is not self- 

^ As genus to species. ' In II. 1-4. 

^ Omit i)s in 1 . 19 with A, B, C, and Waits. 


634201 


o 



65 ' 


ANALYTICA PRIORA 


evident by means of itself, in other words failing to prove 
when the failure is due to the thesis to be proved and 
the premiss through which it is proved being equally 
uncertain, either because predicates which are identical 
belong to the same subject, or because the same predicate 
belongs to subjects which are identical, the question may 
30 be begged in the middle and third figures in both ways,^ 
though, if the syllogism is affirmative, only in the third and 
first figures. If the syllogism is negative, the question is 
begged when identical predicates are denied of the same 
subject ; ^ and both premisses do not beg the question 
indifferently (in a similar way the question may be begged 
in the middle figure ®), because the terms in negative syllo- 
35 gisms are not convertible.* In scientific demonstrations 
the question is begged when the terms are really related in 
the manner described, in dialectical arguments when they 
are according to common opinion so related. 

The objection that ‘ this is not the reason why the result i 
is false ’, which we frequently make in argument, is made 
40 primarily in the case of a reductio ad impossibik, to rebut 
the proposition which was being proved by the reduction. 

65” For unless a man has contradicted this proposition he will 
not say, ‘ False cause ’, but urge that something false has 
been assumed in the earlier parts of the argument ; nor 
will he use the formula in the case of an ostensive proof ; 
for here what one denies® is not assumed as a premiss. 

* ravra avr^ and Tairov Tois airrois are explained by 11. 1 4“®3 I they 
refer to petitio principii in the minor and major premiss respectively. 
Now from the forms and rules of the figures it follows that the former 
can arise only in fig. I (affirmatively) and fig. II (negatively), the latter 
in figs. I and III (affirmatively and negatively). Thus the statement 
that both can occur in figs. II and 111 is not, in its natural meaning, 
true. 

® ra oura oTri rov nvroS is apparently meant to cover the case of toMp 
air6 TUP avT&p, the stress being on nird. Strictly ra avra dno rov avTov is 
found only in the second figure. 

’ avavrap . . . fiiccf in 1. 34 is parenthetical. 

* i.e. terms negatively related are not convertible, therefore it must 
be the terms in the affirmative premiss that are convertible, and the 
petitio principii must be in the negative premiss. 

It will be noticed that both in accuracy and in form this paragraph 
falls below the general level of the Prior Analytics. It bears clear 
marks of haste. 

® Read ridtjo-i & dm^ijcriF in 1. 3 with A 2 , B, C, and Waits. 
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Further when anything is refuted ostensively by the terms 
ABC, it cannot be objected that the syllogism does not 5 
depend on the assumption laid down. For we use the 
expression ‘ false cause when the syllogism is concluded in 
spite of the refutation of this 'position ; but that is not 
possible in ostensive proofs: since if an assumption is 
refuted, a syllogism can no longer be drawn in reference to 
it. It is clear then that the expression ‘false cause’ can 
only be used in the case of a redrtetio ad impossibile, and 10 
when the original hypothesis is so related to the impossible 
conclusion, that the conclusiotl results indifferently whether 
the hypothesis is made or not. The most obvious case of 
the irrelevance of an assumption to a conclusion which is 
false is when a syllogism drawn from middle terms to an 
impossible conclusion is independent of the hypothesis, as 15 
we have explained in the Topics} For to put that which 
is not the cause as the cause, is just this : e. g. if a man, 
wishing to prove that the diagonal of the square is incom> 
mensurate with the side, should try to prove Zeno's theorem 
that motion is impossible, and so establish a reductio ad 
impossibile : for Zeno’s false theorem has no connexion at ao 
all with the original assumption. Another case is where 
the impossible conclusion is connected with the hypothesis, 
but does not result from it. This may happen whether one 
traces the connexion upwards or downwards, e.g. if it is laid 
down that A belongs to B, B to C, and C to D, and it should 25 
be false that B belongs to D : for if we eliminated A and 
assumed all the same that B belongs to C and C to D, the 
false conclusion would not depend on the original hypo- 
thesis. Or again trace the connexion upwards ; e. g. sup- 
pose that A belongs to B, E to A, and F to B, it being 30 
false that F belongs to ^4. In this way too the impossible 
conclusion would result, though the original hypothesis 
were eliminated. But the impossible conclusion ought to 
be connected with the original terms: in this way it will 
depend on the hypothesis, e. g. when one traces the con- 
nexion downwards, the impossible conclusion must be 
connected with that term which is predicate in the hypo- 35 
‘ Soph. El. 167'’ ai-36. 



ANALYTICA PRIORA 


65” 

thesis : for if it is impossible that A should belong to D, the 
false conclusion will no longer result after A has been 
eliminated. If one traces the connexion upwards, the im- 
possible conclusion must be connected -with that term 
which is subject in the hypothesis ; for if it is impossible 
that F should belong to B, the impossible conclusion will 
disappear if B is eliminated. Similarly when the syllogisms 
4» are negative. 

66 * It is clear then that when the impossibility is not related 
to the original terms, the false conclusion does not result on 
account of the assumption. Or perhaps even so it may 
sometimes be independent.^ For if it were laid down that 
A belongs not to B but to K, and that' K belongs to C and 
R C to Z?, the impossible conclusion ® would still stand. 
Similarly if one takes the terms in an ascending series. 
Con-sequently since the impossibility results whether the 
first assumption is suppressed or not, it would appear to be 
independent of that assumption. Or perhaps we ought 
not to understand the statement that the false conclusion 
results independently of the assumption, in the sense that 
if something else were supposed the impossibility would 
10 result ; but rather we mean that when the first assumption 
is eliminated, the same impossibility results through the 
remaining premisses; since it is not perhaps absurd that 
the same false result should follow from several hypotheses, 
e. g. that parallels meet, both on the assumption that the 
interior angle is greater than the exterior and on the 
assumption that a triangle contains more than two right 
15 angles. 

A false argument depends on the first false statement in it 
it. Every syllogism is made out of two or more premisses. 

If then the false conclusion is drawn from two premisses, 
one or both of them must be false : for (as was proved 
a false syllogism cannot be drawn from true premisses. 

»o But if the premisses arc more than two, e.g. if C is estab- 
lished through A and B, and these through D, E, F, and G, 

* Mark of interrogation after ^eCfiot in 1 . 3 (Waitz). 

’ i.e. that A belongs to V. * 53*> 11-25. 
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one of these higher propositions must be false, and on this 
the argument depends : for A and B are inferred by means 
of D, E, F, and G. Therefore the conclusion and the error 
results from one of them. 

ig In order to avoid having a syllogism drawn against us, 35 
we must take care, whenever an opponent asks us to admit 
the reason without the conclusions, not to grant him the 
same term twice over in his premisses, since we know that 
a syllogism cannot be drawn without a middle term, and 
that term which is stated more than once is the middle. 
How we ought to watch the middle in reference to each 
conclusion, is evident from our knowing what kind of thesis 30 
is proved in each figure. This will not escape us since we 
know how we are maintaining the argument. 

That which we urge men to beware of in their admissions, 
they ought in attack to try to conceal. This will be pos- 
sible first, if, instead of drawing the conclusions of pre- 35 
liminary syllogisms, they take the necessary premisses and 
leave the conclusions in the dark; secondly if instead of 
inviting assent to propositions which are closely connected 
they take as far as possible those that are not connected by 
middle terms.’ For example suppose that A is to be 
inferred to be true of F; B, C, D, and E being middle 
terms. One ought then to ask whether A belongs to B, 
and next whether D belongs to E, instead of asking 
whether B belongs to C ; after that he may ask whether B 40 
belongs to C, and so on. If the syllogism is drawn through 66** 
one middle term, he ought to begin with that : in this way 
he will most likely deceive his opponent. 

20 Since we know when a syllogism can be formed and how 
its terms must be related, it is clear when refutation will 5 
be possible and when impossible. A refutation is possible 
whether everything is conceded, or the answers alternate 
(one, I mean, being affirmative, the other negative). For as 
.has been shown a syllogism is possible whether the terms 
are related in affirmative propositions or one proposition is 

‘ Read uaKutTa Siuira in I. 37 with A, B, Cj, and Waits, and perhaps 
Phil. 
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affirmative, the other negative ; consequently, if what is laid 
10 down is ' contrary to the conclusion, a refutation must take 
place : for a refutation is a syllogism which establishes the 
contradictory. But if nothing is conceded, a refutation is 
impossible: for no syllogism is possible (as we saw*) when 
all the terms are negative : therefore no refutation is pos- 
sible. For if a refutation were possible, a syllogism must 
IS be possible ; although if a syllogism is possible it does not 
follow that a refutation is possible. Similarly refutation is 
not possible if nothing is conceded universally: since the 
fields of refutation and syllogism are defined in the same 
way. 

It sometimes happens that just as we are deceived in the ai 
arrangement of the terms,* so error may arise in our thought 
20 about them, e. g. if it is possible that the same predicate 
should belong to more than one subject immediately,^ but 
although knowing the one, a man may forget the other and 
think the opposite true. Suppose that A belongs to B and 
to C in virtue of their nature, and that B and C belong to 
all JD in the same way. If then a man thinks that A 
belongs to all B, and B to D, but A to no C, and C to all 
25 D, he will both know and not know the same thing ® in 
respect of the same thing.® Again if a man were to make a 
mistake about the members of a single seiies ; e.g. suppose 
A belongs to B, B to C, and C to Z>, but some one thinks 
that A belongs to all B, but to no C: he will both know 
30 that A belongs to D, and think that it does not. Does he 
then maintain after this simply that what he knows, he 
does not think? For he knows in a way that A belongs 
to C through B, since the pait is included in the whole; so 
that what he knows in a way, this he maintains he does not 
think at all : but that is impossible. 

35 In the former case, where the middle term does not 
belong to the same series, it is not possible to think both 
the premisses with reference to each of the two middle 
terms : e. g. that A belongs to all B, but to no C, and both 

' Read (fij in 1 . 10 with cod. in, no, and Waitz. * 41'* 6._ 

• Cf. i. 32 ff. * Read irparJlt in 1 . so with A, B, C, and Waitz. 

‘ i.e. subject. * i.e. attribute. 
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B and C belong to all D. For it turns out that the first 
premiss of the one syllogism is either wholly or partially 
contrary to the first premiss of the other. For if he thinks 
that A belongs to everything to which B belongs, and he 40 
knows that B belongs to D, then he knows that A belongs 67^ 
to D. Consequently if again he thinks that A belongs to 
nothing to which C belongs, he thinks that A does not 
belong to some of that to which B belongs ; * but if he 
thinks that A belongs to everything to which B belongs, 
and again thinks that A does not belong to some of that to 
which B belongs, these beliefs are wholly or partially con- 5 
trary. In this way then it is not possible to think; but 
nothing prevents a man thinking one premiss of each 
syllogism or both premisses of one of the two syllogisms : 
e. g. A belongs to all B^ and B to D, and again A belongs 
to no C. An error of this kind is similar to the error into 
which we fall concerning particulars : e. g. if A belongs to 
all B^ and B to all C-, A will belong to all C. If then 10 
a man knows that A belongs to everything to which B 
belongs, he knows that A belongs to C. But nothing 
prevents his being ignorant that C e.xists ; e. g. let A stand 
for two right angles, B for triangle, C for a particular 
diagram of a triangle. A man might think that C did not 
exist, though he knew that every triangle contains two 15 
right angles ; consequently he will know and not know the 
.same thing at the same time. For the expression ‘ to know 
that every triangle has its angles equal to two right angles ’ 
is ambiguous, meaning to have the knowledge either of the 
universal or of the particulars. Thus then he knows that C 
contains two right angles with a knowledge of the universal, 
but not with a knowledge of the particulars ; consequently 30 
his knowledge will not be contrary to his ignorance. 

The argument in the Meno^ that learning is recollection 
may be criticized in a similar way. For it never happens 
that a man starts with a foreknowledge of the particular, 
but along with the process of being led to see the general 

' 9 ri jy vrrapxth rtvl Toirtf would be more correct, but perhaps the 
text may stand. 

* 81. 
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piindple he receives a knowledge of the particulars, by an 
act (as it were) of recognition For we know some things 
directly; e g that the angles are equal to two right angles, 
35 if we know that the figure is a triangle. Similai ly in all 
other cases. 

By a knowledge of the univeisal then we see the particu- 
lars, but we do not know them by the kind of knowledge 
which is proper to them , consequently it is possible that 
we may make mistakes about them, but not that we should 
have the knowledge and error that are contrary to one 
another, rather we have the knowledge of the universal 
30 but make a mistake in apprehending the particulai Simi- 
larly in the cases stated above.' The eiror in respect of 
the middle term is not contraiy to the knowledge obtained 
through the syllogism, 1101 is the thought in respect of one 
middle term contrary to that in respect of the other 
Nothing prevents a man who knows both that A belongs to 
the whole of -B, and that B again belongs to C, thinking 
35 that A does not belong to C, e g knowing that every mule 
is sterile and that this is a mule, and thinking that this 
animal is with foal : for he does not know that A belongs 
to C, unless he considers the two propositions togethei. 
So it IS evident that if he knows the one and does not 
know the other, he will fall into error. And this is the 
relation of knowledge of the univeisal to knowledge of the 
67* particular. For we know no sensible thing, once it has 
passed beyond the range of our senses, even if we happen 
to have perceived it, except by means of the universal atid 
the possession of the knowledge which is proper to the 
particular, but without the actual exercise of that know- 
ledge. For to know is used in three senses it may mean 
either to have knowledge of the universal or to have 
5 knowledge proper to the matter in hand 01 to exercise 
such knowledge: consequently three kinds of eiror also 
are possible. Nothing then prevents a man both knowing 
and being mistaken about the same thing, provided that 
his knowledge and his error are not contrary. And this 
happens also to the man whose knowledge is limited to each 
* ee** 20-6, 26-3a 
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of the premisses and who has not previously considered the 
particular question. For when he thinks that the mule is 
with foal he has not the knowledge in the sense of its 
actual exercise, nor on the other hand has his thought 10 
caused an error contrary to his knowledge : for the error 
contrary to the knowledge of the universal would be a 
syllogism. 

But he who thinks the essence of good is the essence of 
bad will think the same thing to be the essence of good and 
the essence of bad. Let A stand for the essence of good 
and B for the essence of bad, and again C for the essence of 
good. Since then he thinks S and C identical, he will 15 
think that C is B, and similarly that B is A, consequently 
that C is A. For just as we saw that if '5 is ir»e of all 
of which C is /rue, and A is true of all of which B is true, 

A is true of C, similarly with the word ‘ think ’. Similarly 
also with the word ‘ is for we saw that if C is the same as ao 
B, and BasA,C is the same as .< 4 . Similarly therefore with 
‘ opine’. Perhaps then this * is necessary if a man will grant 
the first point* But presumably that is false, that any one 
could suppose the essence of good to be the essence of bad, 
save incidentally. For it is possible to think this in many 15 
different ways. But we must consider this matter better.® 

22 Whenever the extremes are convertible it is necessary that 
the middle should be convertible with both. For if A 
belongs to C through B, then if A and C are convertible and 
C belongs to everything to which A belongs, B is convertible 
with A, and B belongs to everything to which A belongs, 30 
through C as middle, and C is convertible with B through A 
as middle.^ Similarly if the conclusion is negative, e. g. if 
B belongs to C, but A does not belong to B, neither will A 
belong to C. If then B is convertible with A, C will 

* That a man should think the same thing to be the essence of good 
and to be the essence of bad. 

’ That the essence of good is the essence of bad. 

’ The reference may be to Met. V. 4. 

‘ All .ff is >4 

All CisB All C is B 

.-. All C is ^ All A \sC All A isC 

.‘. All ..4 is £ All J7 is ^ 

.-. All ^ is C 
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35 be convertible with A. Suppose B does not belong to A ; 
neither then will C : for ex hypothesi B belonged to all C} 
And if C is convertible with B, B is convertible also with 
A:^ for C is said of that of all of which B is said.^ wAnd if 
C is convertible in relation to A and to B* B also is 
convertible in relation to A. For C belongs to that to 
68 “ which ^'belongs : but C does not belong to that to which 
A ® belongs.® And this alone starts from the conclusion ; 
the preceding moods do not do so as in the affirmative 
syllogism. Again if A and B are convertible, and similarly 
5 C and jD, and A ar C must belong to anything whatever, 
then B and D will be such that one or other belongs 
to anything whatever. For since B belongs to that to 
which A belongs, and D belongs to that to which C belongs, 
and since A ox C belongs to everything, but not together, 
it is clear that Bor D belongs to everything, but not together. 
For example if that which is uncreated is incorruptible and 
that which is incorruptible is uncreated, it is necessary that 
10 what is created should be corruptible and what is corruptible 
should have been created. For two syllogisms have been 
put together. Again if A or B belongs to everything and 
if 6' or D belongs to everything, but they cannot belong 
together, then when A and C are convertible B and Z> are 
convertible. For if B does not belong to something to 
which D belongs, it is clear that A belongs to it. But if A 
*5 then C : for they are convertible. Therefore C and D belong 
together. But this is impossible. When A belongs to the 

‘ No Bis A 

All C is 5 AllCis.5 

.'. NoCis.i4 No^is^ 

.'. No A is C 

’ Read to A ro B for r« A in 1. 37 with Pacius. 

• No ^ is ^ 

All C is B 

.’.NoCisA Nods A 

All B isC 
.'. No ^ is .4 

.*. No .<4 is B 

• Read avrurTplifui {xai ro KOI t6 B avTurrpi4>ti in 1. 39* 

® Read ro A, ro r in 1. 1 witn'A 2 > B 2 , Phil., and Pacius. 

• No ^ is ^ 

All C is B AM BisC 

.'. No C is A No A is C 

.*. No ^ is ^ 
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whole of B and to C and is affirmed of nothing else, and B 
also belongs to all C, it is necessary' that A and B should be 
convertible ; for since A is said of B and C only, and B 
is affirmed both of itself and of C, it is clear that B will be k> 
said of everything of which A is said, except A ifrgpTf 
Again when A and B belong to the whole of C, and C is 
convertible w’ith B, it is necessarj' that A should belong to 
all B i for since A belongs to all C, and CtoB by conversion, 

A will belong to all B. 

When, of two opposites A and B, A is preferable to B, »s 
and similarly B is preferable to C, then if .-1 and C together are 
preferable to B and D together, A must be preferable to D. 

For ^ is an object of desire to the same extent as £ is 
an object of aversion, since they are opposites : and C is 
similarly related to D, since they also are opposites. If then 
A is a.T\ object of desire to the same extent as B, S is an 30 
object of aversion to the same extent as C (since each is to 
the same extent as each — the one an object of aversion, the 
other an object of desire). Therefore both A and C together, 
and B and B together, will be equally objects of desire 
or aversion. But since A and C are preferable to B and B 
A cannot be equally desirable with B ; for then B along 
with B would be equally desirable with A along with C. 

But if 27 is preferable to A, then B must be less an object 35 
of aversion than C : for the less is opposed to the less. But 
the greater good and lesser evil are preferable to the lesser 
good and greater evil ; the whole BD then is preferable to 
the whole AC. But ex hypothesi this is not so. A then is 
preferable to B, and C consequently is less an object of 
aversion than B. If then every lover in virtue of his love 
would prefer A, viz. that the beloved should be such as 40 
to grant a favour, and yet should not grant it (for which C 
stands), to the beloved’s granting the favour (represented by 
2>) without being such as to grant it (represented by B), it is 68** 
clear that A (being of such a nature) is preferable to granting 
the favour. To receive affection then is preferable in love to 
sexual intercourse. Love then is more dependent on friend- 
ship than on intercourse. And if it is most dependent 
on receiving affection, then this is its end. Intercourse then 5 
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either is not an end at all or is an end relative to the further 
end, the receiving of affection. And indeed the same is true 
of the other desires and arts. 

It is clear then how the terms are related in conversion, 
and in respect of being in a higher degree objects of aversion 
JO or of desire.^ We must now state that not only dialectical and 
demonstrative syllogisms are formed by means of the afore- 
said figures, but also rhetorical syllogisms and in general any 
form of persuasion, however it maybe presented. For every 
belief comes either through syllogism or from induction. 

15 Now induction, or rather the syllogism which springs out 
of induction, consists in establishing syllogistically a relation 
between orie extreme and the middle by means of the other 
extreme, e. g if 5 is the middle term between A and C, it 
consists in proving through C that A belongs to B. For 
this is the manner in which we make inductions. For 
example let A stand for long-lived, B for bileless, and C 
20 for the particular long-lived animals, e. g. man, horse, 
mule. A then belongs to the whole of C: for whatever is 
bilele.ss is long-lived. But B also (‘ not possessing bile ’) 
belongs to all C. If then C is convertible with B, and the 
middle term is not wider in extension, it is necessary that A 
should belong to B. For it has already been proved * that 
*5 if two things belong to the same thing, and the extreme ® is 
convertible with one of them, then the other predicate will 
belong to the predicate that is converted. But we must 
apprehend C as made up of all the particulars. For induction 
proceeds through an enumeration of all the cases. 

30 Such is the syllogism which establishes the first and 

‘ Read ^evicTurcpat q {t) Koi C) alpfroTtpoi in 1 . 9 with A| B, C, and 
Waite. 

* *21-25. 

' i.e. the subject of both predicates, which, being a particular thing, 
is of the nature of a minor term, and would be minor term in the first 
figure, though as subject of both premisses it actually serves as middle 
term in the supposed syllogism in the third figure. The transition from 
the syllogism in the third figure which yields only a particular conclusion 
to that in the first figure, which yields a universal conclusion, may be 
represented thus : 

All C isA 
All CisZf 
Some Sis A 


All CisA 
All ^ is C 
All S is A 
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immediate premiss: for where there is a nuddle term 
the syllogism proceeds through the middle term ; when 
there is no middle term, throygh induction. And in a way 
induction is opposed to syllc^ism : for the latter proves the 
major term to belong to the third term by means of the 
middle, the former proves the major to belong to the middle 
by means of the third. In the order of nature, ^dlogism js 
through the middle term is prior and better known, but 
syllc^sm through induction is clearer to ns. 

24 We have an ' example ’ w’hen the major term is pro\*ed to 
belong to the middle by means of a term which resembles the 
third. It ought to be known both that the middle belongs 
to the third term, and that the first belongs to that which 40 
resembles the third. For example let A be evil, B making 
war against neighbours, C Athenians against Thebans, D 69* 
Thebans against Phocians. If then we wish to prove that 
to fight with the Thebans is an evil, we must assume th.at 
to fight against neighbours is an evil. Evidence of this is 
obtained from similar cases, e.g. that the war against 
the Phocians was an evil to the Thebans. Since then to 5 
fight against neighbours is an evil, and to fight against the 
Thebans is to fight against neighbours, it is clear that 
to fight against the Thebans is an evil. No\v it is clear that 
B belongs to C and to D (for both are cases of making war 
upon one's neighbours) and that A belongs to D (for the 
war against the Phocians did not turn out well for the 10 
Thebans) : but that A belongs to B will be proved throi^h 
D. Similaily if the belief in the relation of the middle term 
to the extreme should be produced by several similar cases. 
Clearly then to argue by example is neither like reasoning 
from part to whole, nor like reasoning from whole to part, 
but rather reasoning from part to part, when both particulars 15 
are subordinate to the same term, and one of them is known. 

It differs from induction, because induction starting from all 
the particular cases proves (as we saw ') that the major term 
belongs to the middle, and does not apply the syllogistic 
conclusion to the minor term, whereas argument by example 

' cb. 83. 
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does make this application and does not draw its proof from 
all the particular cases. 

ao By reduction we mean an argument in which the first term 2 ' 
clearly belongs to the middle, but the relation of the middle 
to the last term is uncertain though equally or more probable 
than the conclusion; or again an argument in which the 
terms intermediate between the last term and the middle are 
few. For in any of these cases it turns out that we approach 
more nearly to knowledge. For example let A stand for 
»5 what can be taught, B for knowledge, C for justice. Now it 
is clear that knowledge can be taught : but it is uncertain 
whether virtue is knowledge. If now the statement BC^ is 
equally or more probable than A C, we have a reduction : for 
we are nearer to knowledge, since we have taken a new 
term,® being so far without knowledge that A belongs to C 
dr again suppose that the terms intermediate between ^and 
30 C are few : for thus too we are nearer knowledge. For 
example let D stand for squaring, E for rectilinear figure, 

F for circle. If there were only one term intermediate 
between E and F (yiz. that the circle is made equal to a 
rectilinear figure by the help of Junules), we should be near 
to knowledge. But when BC is not more probable than A C, 

35 and the intermediate terms are not few, I do not call this 
reduction : nor again when the statement BC is immediate ; 
for such a statement is knowledge. 

An objection is a premiss contrary to a premiss. It differs ai 
from a premiss, because it may be particular, but a premiss 
either cannot be particular at all or not in universal syllogisms. 

69” An objection is brought in two ways and through two 
figures; in two ways because every objection is either 
universal or particular, by two figures because objections are 
brought in opposition to the premiss, and opposites can be 
5 proved only in the first and third figures. If a man maintains 
a universal affirmative, we reply with a universal or a 
particular negative ; the former is proved from the first 

* See'note 26* 29. 

* viz. B, thus'obtaining a certain premiss AB, and a premiss BC, on 
which the inquiry now turns. 



ROOK It. a6 


69 ’ 


figure, the latter from tlic Utiid. For ocatnple let A stand 
for there being a »ngle science, £ for contraries. If a man 
premises that contraries ate subjects of a single sdenct^ idie 
objection may be either that opposites are never subjects of to 
a single science, and contraries are opposites, so that vpe get 
the first figure, or that the knowable and the unknovrable 
are not subjects of a single science ; this proof is in the third 
figure : for it is true of C ^^the knowable and the unknowaUe) 
that they are contraries, and it is false that they are the 
subjects of a single science. 

Similarly if the premiss objected to is negative. For if a t$ 
man maintains that contraries are not subjects of a single 
science, we reply either that all opposites or that certain 
contraries, e. g. what is healthy and what is sickly., are 
subjects of the same science : the former argument issues 
from the first, the latter from the third figure. 

In general if a man urges a universal objection he must 
frame his contradiction with reference to the universal of jo 
the terms taken by his opponent, e. g. if a man maintains 
that conirarus are not subjects of the same science, his 
opponent must reply that there is a single science of all 
opposites} Thus we must have the first figure: for the 
term which embraces the original subject becomes the middle 
term. 

If the objection is particular, the objector must frame his 
contradiction with reference to a term relatively to which 
the subject of his opponent’s premiss is universal, e. g. he 
will point out that the knowable and the unknowable are 
not subjects of the same science: ‘contraries’ is universal 
relatively to these. And we have the third figure : for the 
particular term assumed is middle, e.g. the knowable and 
the unknowable. Premisses from which it is possible to draw 
the contrary conclusion are what we start from when we try 
to make objections. Consequently we bring objections in 3° 
these figures only ; for in them only are opposite syllogisms 
possible, since the second figure cannot produce an affirmative 
conclusion. 


* Read a comma before, not after, Tnivrar, L 22. 
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Besides, an objection in the middle figure would require a 
fuller argument, e. g. if it should not be granted that A 
belongs to B, because C does not follow B} This can 
35 be made clear only by other premisses. But an objection 
ought not to turn off into other things, but have its new 
premiss quite clear immediately. For this reason also this 
is the only figure from which proof by signs cannot be 
obtained.’^ 

We must consider later the other kinds of objection, namely 
the objection from contraries, from similars, and from com- 
70“ mon opinion, and inquire whether a particular objection 
cannot be elicited from the first figure or a negative 
objection from the second.® 

A probability and a sign are not identical, but a probability 
is a generally approved proposition : what men know to 
5 happen or not to happen, to be or not to be, for the most 
part thus and thus, is a probability, e. g. ' the envious hate 
' the beloved show affection ’. A sign means a demonstrative 
proposition necessary or generally approved : for anything 
such that when it is another thing is, or when it has come 
into being the other has come into being before or after, is a 
sign of the other’s being or having come into being. Now 
10 an enthymeme is a syllogism starting from probabilities or 
signs, and a sign may be taken in three ways, corresponding 
to the position of the middle term in the figures. For 
it may be taken as in the first figure or the second or 
the third. For example the proof that a woman is with 
child because she has milk is in the first figure : for to have 
15 milk is the middle term. Let A represent to be with child, 
B to have milk, C woman. The proof that wise men are 

* I. e. if the objection takes the form 
All A is C. 

No A is C. 

.'. No Bis A. 

' It may be conjectured that this sentence is a gloss (so Suseinihl), 
or that it should come after xuro^ariKuc in 1 . 32. The fact that the 
second figure is necessarily negative is in effect the reason given in 70* 
35-7 for the invalidity of proof by signs in that figure. 

’ This sentence is inconsistent with what precedes, and is perhaps, 
as Cook Wilson has pointed out, a gloss added by some one who was 
familiar with the treatment of haravis in Rhet. ii. 25. 



BOOK IL 27 


good, since Fittacus is good, comes through the last figure. 
Let A stand for good, B for wise men, C for Fittacus. It is 
true then to affirm both A and .8 of C'. only men do not 
say the latter, because they know it, though they state the 
former. The proof that a woman is with child because she 20 
is pale is meant to come through the middle figure: for 
since paleness follows women with child and is a concomitant 
of this woman, people suppose it has been proved that she 
is with child. Let A stand for paleness, B for being with 
child, C for woman. Now if the one proposition is stated, 
we have only a sign, but if the other is stated as well, .<5 
a syllogism, e.g. ‘ Fittacus is generous, since ambitious men 
are generous and Fittacus is ambitious.’ Or again ‘Wise 
men are good, since Fittacus is not only good but wise.’ In 
this way then .syllogisms are formed, only that which pro- 
ceeds through the first figure is irrefutable if it is true (for 
it is universal), that which proceeds through the last figure 30 
is refutable even if the conclusion is true, since the syllogism 
is not universal nor correlative to the matter in question : for 
though Fittacus is good, it is not therefore necessary that all 
other wise men should be good. But the syllogism which 
proceeds through the middle figure is always refutable in any 
case : for a syllogism can never be formed when the terms 35 
are related in this way : for though a woman with child is 
pale, and this woman also is pale, it is not necessary that she 
should be with child. Truth then may be found in signs 
whatever their kind, but they have the differences we have 
stated. 

We must either divide signs in the way stated, /and ^o^ 
among them designate the middle term as the index ^ (for 
people call that the index which makes us know, and the 
middle term above all has this character), or else we must 
call the arguments derived from the extremes signs, that 
derived from the middle term the index : for that which is 
proved through the first figure is most generally accepted 5 
and most true. 

It is possible to infer character from features, if it is 

* This jxiints to the argument in the first figure, whose middle term 
is a genuine middle term. 
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granted that the body and the soul are changed together by 
the natural affections : I say ‘ natural for though perhaps 
by learning music a man has made some change in his soul, 
10 this is not one of those affections which are natural to us ; 
rather I refer to passions and desires when I speak of 
natural motions. If then this were granted and also that 
for each change there is a corresponding sign, and we could 
state the affection and sign proper to each kind of animal, 
we shall be able to infer character from features. For 
if there is an affection which belongs properly to an 
15 individual, kind, e. g. courage to lions, it is necessary that 
there should be a sign of it : for ex hypothesi body and soul 
are affected together. Suppose this sign is the possession 
of large extremities : this may belong to other kinds also 
though not universally. For the sign is proper in the sense 
stated, because the affection is proper to the whole kind, 
though not proper to it alone, according to our usual 
ao manner of speaking. The same thing then will be found in 
another kind, and man may be brave, and some other kinds 
of animal as well. They will then have the sign : for ex 
hypothesi there is one sign corresponding to each affection. 
If then this is so, and we can collect signs of this sort in these 
animals which have only one affection proper to them — but 
each affection has its sign, since it is necessary that it 
as should have a single sign — we shall then be able to infer 
character from features. But if the kind as a whole has 
two properties, e. g. if the lion is both brave and generous, 
how shall we know which of the signs which are its proper 
concomitants is the sign of a particular affection ? Perhaps 
if both belong to some other kind though not to the whole 
of it, and if, in those kinds in which each is found though 
not in the whole of their members, some members possess 
one of the affections and not the other: e.g. if a man 
30 is brave but not generous, but possesses, of the two signs, 
large extremities, it is clear that this is the sign of courage 
in the lion also. To judge character from features, then, is 
possible in the first figure if* the middle term is convertible 
with the iirst extreme, but is wider than the third term and 
* Read ra for ray in I. 32 with codd. c, d, m, (to C), and Waitz. 
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not convertible with it : e. g. let A stand for courage, B for 
large extremities, and C for lion. B then belongs to every- 35 
thing to which C belongs, but also to others. But A belongs 
to everything to which B belongs, and to nothing besides, 
but is convertible with B : otherwise, there would not be a 
single sign correlative with each affection. 
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PREFACE 


I DOUBT whether I should have undertaken to translate 
the Posterior Analytics had I not been encouraged by a 
promise of assistance from Professor Joachim. That promise 
he has most generously fulfilled, and if this translation has 
any value it is largely because it embodies an amount of 
his constructive criticism far too great for detailed acknow- 
ledgement. I have, however, also received a number of 
valuable suggestions from the Editor, and the errors from 
which these two scholars were unable to save me probably 
constitute the remainder of the book. 

I have taken Bekker’s text as a foundation, noting 
departures from it, and in this connexion I have to thank 
Professor J. A. Smith for the gift of a photograph of 
Cod. A of the Posterior Analytics. The notes are perhaps 
too numei'ous for a translation, certainly too few to form 
anything resembling a commentary. I have not known 
how to avoid this compromise. 

Finally my thanks are due to the late Mr. H. Beighton, 
who read about half the proofs and made several suggestions 
which I have adopted, and to Mr. Joseph of New College 
for the loan of his notes on Professor Cook Wilson’s lectures 
on the Posterior Analytics. 


October 5, 19*5. 
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9. That which is self-caused — the basic premisses — is grasped im- 

mediately. 

10. Types of definition. 

11. The several causes as middle terms. 

12. The question of time in causal inference. 

13. How to obtain the definition of a substance. The use of division 

for this purpose. 

14. How to select a connexion for demonstration. 

15. One middle will often serve to prove several connexions. 

16. If the effect is present, is the cause also present? Plurality of 

causes is impossible where cause and effect are commensurate. 

17. Different causes may produce the same effect, but not in things 

specifically identical. 

18. The true cause of a connexion is the proximate and not the more 

universal cause. 

19. How the individual mind comes to know the basic truths. 
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I All instruction given or received by way of argument 71“ 
proceeds from pre-existent knowledge. This becomes 
evident upon a survey of all the species of such instruction. 
The mathematical sciences and all other speculative disci- 
plines are acquired in this way, and so are the two forms of 
dialectical reasoning, syllogistic and inductive ; for each 5 
of these latter makes use of old knowledge to impart new, 
the syllogism assuming an audience that accepts its premisses, 
induction ^ exhibiting the universal as implicit in the clearly 
known particular. Again, the persuasion exerted by rhe- 
torical arguments is in principle the same, since they use 
either example, a kind of induction, or enthymeme, a form 10 
of syllogism. 

The pre-existent knowledge required is of two kinds. 

In some cases admission of the fact must be assumed, in 
others comprehension of the meaning of the term used, and 
sometimes both assumptions are essential. Thus, we assume 
that every predicate can be either truly affirmed pr truly 
denied of any subject,* and that ‘ triangle ’ * means so and 
so ; as regards * unit ’ we have to make the double assump- 
tion of the meaning of the word and the existence of the 15 
thing. The reason is that these several objects are notequally 
obvious to us. Recognition of a truth may in some cases 

^ The sense of cnaycw implied in the use of cTrayuyq by Aristotle is 
probably that of ‘leading the pupil on’ from the particular to the 
univers^ by making him recognize the latter as implicit in the former. 

* i. e. the law of excluded middle. 

‘ Elsewhere rplyavov as a rule' appears as one of the subjects of which 
the geometer assumes the meaning and being and demonstrates pro- 
perties: here it seems to be instanced as a property, of which only 
the meaning is assumed. This chapter is, however, preliminary, and 
probably Aristotle is only drawing the distinction, which appears in 
ch. 10, 76'’i6ff., between tacit and explicit assumptions. Possibly, 
however, Aristotle is thinking of ‘ triangular’ as an atmbute of number, 
cf. note on 73*40^ or as a particular modification of a^/uta xol ypa/tftai, 
the irpura of space. 
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contain as factoi s both previous knowledge and also know- 
ledge acquired simultaneously with that recognition — 
knowledge, this latter, of the particulars actually falling 
under the universal and therein already virtually known. 
For example, the student knew beforehand that the angles 
ao of every triangle are equal to two right angles ; but it was 
only at the actual moment at which he was being led on to 
recognize this as tiue in the instance before him that he 
came to know ‘ this figure inscribed in the semicircle ’ to be 
a triangle.^ For some things (viz. the singulars finally reached 
which are not predicable of anything else as subject) are 
only learnt in this way, i e there is here no recognition 
through a mrddle of a minor term as subject to a major. 
Before he was led on to recognrtion or before he actually 
35 drew a conclusion, we should perhaps say that in a manner 
he knew, in a manner not. 

If he did not in an unqualrfied sense of the term know 
the existence of this triangle, how could he know without 
qualification that its angles were equal to two right angles? 
No : clearly he knows not without qualification but only in 
the sense that he knows universally. If this distinction is 
not drawn, we are faced with the dilemma in the Meno.^ 
either a man will leai n nothing or what he already knows , 
30 for we cannot accept the solution which some people offer. 
A man is asked, ‘ Do you, or do you not, know that every 
pair is even ?’ He says he does know it. The questioner 
then produces a particular pair, of the existence, and so a 
fortiori of the evenness, of which he was unaware. The 
solution which some people offer is to assert that they do 
not know that every pair is even, but only that everything 

* Though he uses syllogistic terms, Aristotle is hardly describing 
syllogism, but rather the conversion of a universal known into 
actual knowledge. The ‘ major premiss ’ here is a previously known 
universal (in Aristotle’s example ‘ the angles of all triangles are together 
equal to two right angles ’), the * minor ’ is the recognition of a singular 
(in the example, ‘this is a tnangle’), and the ‘conclusion’, with which 
the minor is simultaneous, is the recognition of this singular as an 
instance embodying the universal (* the angles of this triangle in the 
semi-circIe are equal to two right angles ’) Hence lav tjjv yvaaiv in 
* 19 refers to ora, and means ‘ the singulars of which he has knowledge 
as a t|is in that he knows the umversal’. 

‘ Plato, Meno, 80 E. 
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which they know to be a pair is even : yet what they know ti** 
to be even is that of which they have demonstrated evenness, 
i.e. what they made the subject of their premiss, viz. not 
merely every triangle or number which they know to be 
such, but any and every number or triangle without reserva- 
tion. For no premiss is ever couched in the form ‘ every 
number which you know to be such’, or ‘every rectilinear 
figure which you know to be such ’ : the predicate is always 
construed as applicable to any and every instance of the 5 
thing. On the other hand, I imagine there is nothing to 
prevent a man in one sense knowing what he is learning, in 
another not knowing it. The strange thing would be, not 
if in some sense he knew what he was learning, but if he 
were to know it in that precise sense and manner in which 
he was learning it.^ 

2 We suppose ourselves to possess unqualified scientific 
knowledge of a thing, as opposed to knowing it in the 
accidental way in which the sophist knows, when we think 10 
that we know the cause on which the fact depends, as the 
cause of that fact and of no other, and, further, that the fact 
could not be other than it is. Now that scientific knowing is 
something of this sort is evident — witness both those who 
falsely claim it and those who actually possess it, since the 
former merely imagine themselves to be, while the latter are 
also actually, in the condition described. Consequently the 
proper object of unqualified scientific knowledge is something 15 
which cannot be other than it is. 

There may be another manner of knowing as well — that 
will be discussed later.* What I now assert is that at all 
events we do know by demonstration. By demonstration 
I mean a syllogism productive of scientific knowledge, a 
syllogism, that is, the grasp of which is eo ipso such knowledge. 
Assuming then that my thesis as to the nature of scientific 
knowing is correct, the premisses of demonstrated knowledge 
must be true, primary, immediate, better known than and 
prior to the conclusion, which is further related to them as 
effect to cause. Unless these conditions are satisfied, the 

^ Cf. An, Pr. ii, ch. 21. 

’ Cf. the following chapter and more particularly ii, ch. 19. 
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basic truths will not be ‘ appropriate ’ ^ to the conclusion. 
Syllogism there may indeed be without these conditions, 
but such syllogism, not being productive of scientific know- 
ledge, will not be demonstration. The premisses must be 
as true : for that which is non-existent cannot be known — we 
cannot know, e.g., that the diagonal of a square is commen- 
surate with its side.* The premisses must be primary and 
indemonstrable ; otherwise they will require demonstration 
in order to be known, since to have knowledge, if it be not 
accidental knowledge, of things which are demonstrable, 
means precisely to have a demonstration of them. The 
premisses must be the causes of the conclusion, better known 
30 than it, and prior to it ; its causes, since we possess scientific 
knowledge of a thing only when we know its cause ; prior, 
in order to be causes ; antecedently known, this antecedent 
knowledge being not our mere understanding of the meaning, 
but knowledge of the fact as well.® N ow ‘ prior ’ and ‘ better 
known’ are ambiguous terms, for there is a difference 
between what is prior and better known in the order of 
79* being and what is prior and better known to man. I mean 
that objects nearer to sense are prior and better known to 
man ; objects without qualification prior and better known 
are those further from sense. Now the most universal 
causes* are furthest from sense and particular causes are 
6 nearest to sense, and they are thus exactly opposed to one 
another. In saying that the premisses of demonstrated 
knowledge must be primary, I mean that they must be the 
‘ appropriate ’ basic truths, for I identify primary premiss 
and basic truth. A ‘ basic truth ’ in a demonstration is an 
immediate proposition. An immediate proposition is one 
which has no other proposition prior to it. A proposition 
is either part of an enunciation, i.e. it predicates a single 

* i. e. within the same genus. Cf. i, ch. 7. 

* Within the conditions of dit 68 ti$it here laid down, false premisses 
would give a false conclusion corresponding to a fu; tv as y^evSos such 
as tid/ifTpos—iTiftfifTpos, which is not anything cVroitTrpdy^ao'U'. Such 
a uq ov cannot be the object of demonstration. 

* Cf. 7i'‘ II ff. False cln-ddctlt; is a contradiction in terms. Though 
false premisses may yield a true conclusion, a syllogism in which this 
occurs is not airotsi^is but gives only the Sri ; cf. An. Pr. ii. 2. 53’’7-io- 

* ‘ Magis universalia in causando’, Zabarella. Cf. 76* 19 and 85** 24> 
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attribute of a single subject. If a proposition is dialectical, 
it assumes either part indifferently; if it is demonstrative, it ;o 
lays down one part to the definite exclusion of the other 
because that part is true. The term ‘ enunciation ’ denotes 
either part of a contradiction indifferently. A contra- 
diction is an opposition which of its own nature excludes 
a middle. The part of a contradiction which conjoins a 
predicate with a subject is an affirmation ; the part 
disjoining them is a negation. I call an immediate 
basic truth of syllogism a ‘ thesis ’ when, though it is not 15 
susceptible of proof by the teacher, yet ignorance of it does 
not constitute a total bar to progress on the part of the 
pupil : one which the pupil must know if he is to learn any- 
thing whatever is an axiom. I call it an axiom because 
there are such truths and we give them the name of axioms 
par excellence} If a thesis assumes one part or the other 
of an enunciation, i.e. asserts either the existence or the 20 
non-existence of a subject, it is a hypothesis ; * if it does not 
so assert, it is a definition. Definition ir a ‘thesis' or a 'laying 
something down since the arithmetician lays it down that 
to be a unit is to be quantitatively indivisible ; but it is not 
a hypothesis, for to define what a unit is is not the same as 
to affirm its existence. 

Now since the required ground of our knowledge — i.e. of »s 
our conviction “ — of a fact is the possession of such a syllogism 
as we call demonstration, and the ground of the syllogism is 
the facts constituting its premisses, we must not only know 
the primary premisses — some if not all of them — beforehand, 
but know them better than the conclusion : for the cause 
of an attribute’s inherence in a subject always itself inheres 
in the subject more firmly than that attribute; e.g. the 
cause of our loving anything is dearer to us than the object 
of our love. So since the primary premisses are the cause 30 

* sc, because the quantitative axioms— ignorance of which is a bar 
only to mathematical knowledge— are also called axioms. 

^ ‘Hypothesis’ to Aristotle and Plato means an assumption not 
calling lor proof within the sphere of the special science in which it 
functions, not a ‘ working hypothesis ’. 

" For Aristotle’s view of the relation of belief to knowledge see i, 
ch. 33. 
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of our knowledge — i. e. of our conviction — it follows that we 
know them better — that is, are moi'e convinced of them — 
than their consequences, precisely because our knowledge 
of the latter is the effect of our knowledge of the premisses. 
Now a man cannot believe in anything more than in the 
things he knows, unless he has either actual knowledge of it 
or something better than actual knowledge. But we are 
35 faced with this paradox if a student whose belief rests on 
demonstration has not prior knowledge;^ a man must 
believe in some, if not in all, of the basic truths more than 
in the conclusion. Moreover, if a man sets out to acquire 
the scientific knowledge that comes through demonstration, 
he must not only have a better knowledge of the basic 
truths and a firmer conviction of them than of the connexion 
73^’ which is being demonstrated : more than this, nothing must 
be more certain or better known to him than these basic 
truths in their character as contradicting the fundamental 
premisses which lead to the opposed and erroneous con- 
clusion.^ For indeed the conviction of pure science must 
be unshakable. 

5 Some hold that, owing to the necessity of knowing the 3 
primary premisses, there is no scientific knowledge. Others 
think there is, but that all truths are demonstrable. Neither 
doctrine is either true or a necessary deduction from the 
premisses. The first school, assuming that there is no way 


* I take Tis . . . Tav dt' anoSd^iv n'lO’Tci'iii'ni)!' in * 35 as a periphrasis 
meaning ‘ a man convinced by demonstration ’ (the traditional interpre- 
tation), though the construction is harsh. Zabarella suggests that in 
L 37 riv de itiWovra . . . Aristotle passes from a dialectical proof applicable 
to ^1 syllogisms to a strict proof conhned to an-ddeifir, observing that 
hriaTooBai, <iri 7 r 7 /ii; do not occur in the immediately preceding passage. 
Prof. Joachim suggests to me that <1 yr) rig .. . imrrevdvrav may mean 
‘unless a man knows the premisses before those who believe them 
owing to a demonstration ’ — i. e. ‘before anyone demonstrates them to 
him’ — but suspects the text. Aristotle clearly intends a contrast 
between (a) those convinced — e.g. of a particular truth — Si’ dirdScigu', 
and ( 6 ) those who set out to acquire the scientific knowledge that 
comes by demonstration. The former to be convinced by demonstra- 
tion must be more convinced of the premisses than of the conclusion, 
but of the latter even more is required, since their conviction must be 
unshakable. 

• To read avrav with M in 72* I and o>r for ray in •’a would assist 
this interpretation. 
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of by denionstriitiot). iiutntain th^tan 

hi£:±£ a^aessSs jtrwjJTOd, on the ground that if behind the 
price- sanufe iDc Tarinaiy we could not know the posterior 
thrregb tie rrir>r -Briere'a they aio right, for one cannot *» 
tiai;ers£ an tnnr,.:e sEries’i; if on the other hand— they 
say — tie s2:-j£5 t£:-"-irjate^ and there are primary premisses, 
yei these are -trier t irahle because incapable of demonstta' 
ticn. -shidh ancrc-i-ngto them is the only foim ofknotriedge. 
And ahice thns rne cinnet know the primary premisses, 
knn-s-Isd^ r: tie rcntl-s'ons r^hich follow from them is not 
pare srienridr knr— led^ nor properly knowing at all, but 
rests on the noere i_ppos:rion that the premisses are true. 
The other p-irr.- a^ee with them as regards knowing, tj 
holding tnat It Is only possible by demonstration, but they 
see nt dl-= ~ '— - in ro.dlngtha: all truths are demonstrated, 
on the grtnnd that demonstration may be circular and 
reciprotsl 

Onr :--n dtcrtne is that not all knowledge is deinonstra- 
rive : tm the nrntrarn-. knowledge of the immediate premisses 
is independant t' demonstration. (The necessity of this is » 
obviens , for since we must know the prior premisses from 
which the demonstration is drawn, and since the r^res 
must end in Immediate truths, those truths must be 
indemonstrable- Such, then, is our doctrine, and in addi- 
tion we inair.tsin that besides scientific knowledge there is 
its originative source which enables us to recognize the 
definitiens ' 

New demonstraticn must be based on premisses prtor to 
and better known than the conclusion ; and the same things 
cannot simultaneously be both prior and posterior to one 
another ; so circular demonstration is clearly not posable m 
the unqualified sense of ‘ demonstration but only possible 
if ‘ demonstration ' be extended to include that other medmd 
of argument which rests on a distinction between truths 
prior to us and truths without qualification prior, L e. Ae 

* Reading aAketr with A, B, C. , 

* Zsb^fdlA tak 65 Spot as meaning ‘definitions » middw » 
which in dtmonstratio fotiiHma are elements in the definition of the 
subjects. 
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30 method by which induction produces knowledge.^ But if 
we accept this extension of its meaning, our definition of 
unqualified knowledge will prove faulty ; for there seem to 
be two kinds of it. Pei haps, however, the second form of 
demonstration, that which proceeds from truths better known 
to us, is not demonstration in the unqualified sense of the 
term.® 

The advocates of circulai demonstration aie not only 
faced with the difficulty we have just stated • in addition 
their theoiy reduces to the mere statement that if a thing 
exists, then it does exist — an easy way of pioving anything. 

35 That this is so can be clearly shown by taking thiee terms, 
for to constitute the ciicle it makes no difference whether 
many terms or few or even only two are taken. Thus by 
direct proof, if A is, B must be ; if .ff is, C must be ; there- 
fore if A is, C must be. Since then — by the circular 
73 * proof — if A is, B must be, and if B is, A must be, A may 
be substituted for C above. Then ‘ if B is, A must be ’ = 

* if B is, C must be ’, which above gave the conclusion ‘ if A 
is, C must be ’ : but C and A have been identified.* Con- 

* Placing a comma after yvapinwrepav m ’> 27, and taking « pri., m 

28 ff. as qualifying aSvvarov m *> 25. Aristotle seems to mean that cir- 
cular demonstration is impossible unless demonstration is taken to in- 
clude a type of argument based on truths prior only in the sense of ‘ prior 
to us ’, such as induction, where we grasp the particular and recognize in 
it the universal, which is however inXas nportpov. The next sentence, 
c( S' ovTos seems to confirm this interpretation, which does, however, 
involve a verbal contradiction, olov to ph irpoc npar, to S’ rltrXur may 
be a marginal gloss crept into the text. The Greek would be less 
harsh without it. 

’ Sc. ‘ and therefore our definition is not faulty 

’ sc. to constitute the valid syllogism which Aristotle sets up in '’37-9 
to illustrate the tautology of the circular demonstration when reduced 
to explicit syllogism. 

* TouTo S' oTi ToC A SvTos Tu F ioTt scems to mean that ' .5 implies C' 
taken in conjunction with ‘ A implies B ' ga\ e the conclusion ‘ A implies 
C’. Aristotle tries to show the circular proof tautologous by reducing 
it to syllogism, apparently arguing thus ; ‘ B implies C',‘ A implies 

.'. ‘A implies C is valid syllogism (a schema for comparison) : while 
according to the circular proof A necessitates B and B necessitates A. 
If A-B, S-A {‘A implies B’, ‘B implies A') are to be made the 
premisses of a syllogism, there <5 nothing but A to take the place of C 
in the schema — no major term different from the minor • .’. J 3 -A is all 
we have to fill the place of the major premiss B-C. Now, in the schema, 
B-C (taken in conjunction with the minor premiss yf - 5 , which is com- 
mon to both syllogisms) gave the conclusion A-C. But C is now A 
(a restatement of the fact Siat B-C has become B-A). Therefore the 
conclusion is A-A. 
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sequently the upholders of circular demonstration are in the 
position of saying that if A is, A must be — a simple way of 5 
proving anything. Moreover, even such circular demonstra- 
tion is impossible except in the case of attributes that imply 
one another, viz. ' peculiar ’ * properties. 

Now, it has been shown that the positing of one thing — 
be it one term or one premiss — never involves a necessary 
consequent : * two premisses constitute the first and smallest lo 
foundation for drawing a conclusion at all and therefore 
ei fortiori for the demonstrative syllogism of science. If, 
then, A is implied in B and C, and B and C are reciprocally 
implied in one another and in A, it is possible, as has been 
shown in my writings on the syllogism, “ to prove all the 
assumptions on which the original conclusion rested, by 
circular demonstration in the first figure. But it has also 15 
been shown that in the other figures either no conclusion is 
possible, or at least none which proves both the original 
premisses.* Propositions the terms of which are not con- 
vertible cannot be circularly demonstrated at all, and since 
convertible terms occur rarely in actual demonstrations, it is 
clearly frivolous and impossible to say that demonstration 
is reciprocal and that therefore everything can be demon- 
strated. 

4 Since the object of pure scientific knowledge cannot be 
other than it is, the truth obtained by demonstrative know- 
ledge will be necessary. And since demonstrative know- 
ledge is only present when we have a demonstration, it 
follows that demonstration is an inference from necessary 
premisses. So we must consider what are the premisses of 
demonstration — i. e. what is their character ; and as a as 
preliminary, let us define what we mean by an attribute 
‘ true in every instance of its subject an ‘ essential ' 


' TO ISiov is defined in Top. i. 102* 18 as o SijXoI niv to Tipv (L/ai, 
ftovtf 8' {nrapxft Kni avriKari/yopctrat rou npay/Jurros, ra i8ia in this sense 
are in fact ra rad' aura trvit^tPtjKOTa as Aristotle elsewhere calls thein : 
but Aristotle often uses ISiov more widely to include also elements in 
the Ti Tjv civai and even as in A». Post, ii, ch. 6 . 92* 8 to differentiate 
these from other characters of a substance. 

* Am. Pr. i, ch. 25. • Ibid, ii, ch. 5. 
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attribute, and a * commensurate and universal ’ i attribute. 
I call ‘ true in every instance ’ what is truly predicable of 
all instances — not of one to the exclusion of others — and at 
all times, not at this or that time only ; e. g. if animal is 
30 truly predicable of every instonce of man, then if it be true 
to say ‘ this is a man ‘ this is an animal ’ is also true, and 
if the one be true now the other is true now. A corre- 
sponding account holds if point is in every instance predi- 
cable as contained in line. There is evidence for this in 
the fact that the objection we raise against a proposition 
put to us as true in every instance is either an instance in 
which, or an occasion on which, it is not true. Essential 
attributes are (i) such as belong to their subject as elements 
35 in its essential nature (e. g. line thus belongs to triangle, 
point to line ; for the very being or ‘ substance ‘ of triangle 
and line is composed of these elements, which are contained 
in the formulae defining triangle and line) : (a) such that, 
while they belong to certain subjects, the subjects to which 
they belong are contained in the attribute’s own defining 
formula. Thus straight and curved belong to line, odd and 
40 even, prime and compovind, square and oblong, to number; “ 
73** and also the formula defining any one of these attributes 
contains its subject — e. g. line or number as the case 
may be. 

Extending this classification to all other attributes, I 
distinguish those that answer the above description as 
belonging essentially to their respective subjects ; whereas 
attributes related in neither of these two ways to their 
subjects I call accidents or ‘ coincidents ’ ; ® e. g. musical or 
white is a ‘ coincident ’ of animal. 

5 Further (a) that is essential which is not predicated of a 
subject other than itself: e. g. ‘ the walking [thing] ’ walks 

^ Ka66\ov is not always used by Aristotle in the strict sense here 
defined. It has therefore seemed advisable to add ‘ commensurate ’ in 
translating it where it is used in the strict sense. 

“ The reference is to a method of naming numbers according to the 
geometrical arrangements of which their units are capable. Cf. Plato, 
Theaetetiis, i47 Z-148 B. 

* (rv/i| 36 ^i)Kdr is elsewhere except in i, cc. 19 and 22 translated ‘acci- 
dent ’, which less adequately covers the sense of the word here and m 
that chapter. For the meaning expressed by * coincident > cf. 81’’ 28-29. 
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and is white in virtue of being something else besides ; ‘ 
whereas substance, in the sense of whatever signifies a ‘ this 
somewhat *,* is not what it is in virtue of being something 
else besides. Things, then, not predicated of a subject I 
call essential; things predicated of a subject I call acci- 
dental or ‘ coincidental 

In another sense again {b) a thing consequentially * con- lo 
nected with anything is essential ; one not so connected is 
‘ coincidental An example of the latter is ‘ While he was 
walking it lightened ’ : the lightning was not due to his 
walking ; it was, we should say, a coincidence. If, on the 
other hand, there is a consequential connexion, the predica- 
tion is essential ; e. g. if a beast dies when its throat is being 
cut, then its death is also essentially connected with the 
cutting, because the cutting was the cause of death, not is 
death a ‘ coincident ’ of the cutting. 

So far then as concerns the sphere of connexions scienti- 
fically known in the unqualified sense of that term, all 
attributes which (within that sphere) are essential either in 
the sense that their subjects are contained in them, or in 
the sense that they are contained in their subjects, are 
necessary as well as consequentially connected with their 
subjects.* For it is impossible for them not to inhere in 
their subjects — either simply or in the qualified sense that 
one or other of a pair of opposites must inhere in the 
subject ; e. g. in line must be either straightness or curvature, 20 
in number either oddness or evenness. For within a single 
identical genus the contraiy of a given attribute is cither 
its privative or its contradictory ; e. g. within number what 
is not odd is even, inasmuch as within this sphere even is a 

* sc, the unexpressed subject. Aristotle’s point cannot be rendered 
in English, which seldom uses an adjective or participle substantially. 

Cf. Met, Z, ch. 10, where Aristotle disting^uishes tA XcvkAv from the mffog 
XcvK^Ti;r. 

* i.e. any Ms which is designable as characterized under the 
Category of Substance. Cf. Prof. J. A. Smith in C/ass. /lev., vol. xxxv, 
p. 19. 

■ ’ 81 nurd implies a connexion really wider than causation, and would 
include e. g. the inherence of mathematical properties. 

* So Zabarella and Facius, taking Aristotle’s meaning to be that only 
types (i) and (2) have the degree of necessity requisite for scientific 
Imowledge — a view borne out by i, cb. aa, 84* 7-28. 
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necessary consequent of not-odd. So, since any given 
predicate must be either aflfiimed or denied of any subject,^ 
essential attributes must inhere in their subjects of 
necessity.® 

2g Thus, then, we have established the distinction between 
the attiibute which is ‘true in every instance’ and the 
' essential ’ attribute. 

I term ‘ commensuiately universal ’ an attribute which 
belongs to every instance of its subject, and to eveiy 
instance essentially and as such ; from which it clearly 
follows that all commensurate universals inhere necessarily 
in their subjects. The essential attribute, and the attribute 
that belongs to its subject as such, are identical. E. g. point 
30 and straight belong to line essentially, for they belong to 
line as such ; and triangle as such has two right angles, for 
it is essentially equal to two right angles. 

An attribute belongs commensurately and universally to 
a subject when it can be shown to belong to any random 
instance of that subject and when the subject is the first 
thing to which it can be shown to belong. Thus, e. g., (i) 
the equality of its angles to two 1 ight angles is not a com- 
mensurately universal attiibute of figure. For though it 
33 is possible to show that a figure has its angles equal to two 
right angles, this attribute cannot be demonstrated of any 
figute selected at haphazard, nor in demonstrating does one 
take a figure at random — a square is a figure but its angles 
are not equal to two right angles. On the other hand, any 
isosceles triangle has its angles equal to two right angles, 
yet isosceles triangle is not the primary subject of this 
attribute but tiiangle is prior. So whatever can be shown 

^ i. e. the law of excluded middle. 

® Aristotle argues as follows : Essential attributes of type (2} which 
inhere in their subjects as disjunctive pairs of opposites are necessary 
because the disjunction covers the whole ground of the subject. The 
disjunction covers the whole ground because the subject is within a 
single genus, and the law of excluded middle here ‘ invests the contrary 
with the character of the contradictory’ or privative— i.e. though this 
law only entitles you either to affirm or deny a predicate, yet here the 
affirmation of one predicate is ipso facto the denial of its opposite and 
vice versa : ‘ number is odd or not-odd ’ must mean ‘ number is odd 
or even ’ ; ‘ animal is seeing or not-seeing ’ is identical with ‘ animal 
is seeing or blind ’. 



BOOK I. 4 73" 

to have its angles equal to two right angles, or to possess 40 
any other attribute, in any random instance of itself and 
primarily — that is the first subject to which the predicate in 
question belongs commensurately and universally, and the 74* 
demonstration, in the essential sense, of any predicate is 
the proof of it as belonging to this first subject commen- 
surately and universally : while the proof of it as belonging 
to the other subjects to which it attaches is demonstration 
only in a secondary and unessential sense. Nor again (a) 
is equality to two right angles a commensurately universal 
attribute of isosceles ; it is of wider application.^ 

5 We must not fail to observe that we often fall into error 
because our conclusion is not in fact primary and commen- 5 
surately universal in the sense in which we think we prove 
it so. We make this mistake (1) when the subject is an 
individual or individuals above which there is no universal 
to be found: (a) when the .subjects belong to different 
species and there is a higher universal, but it has no name : 

(3) when the subject which the demonstrator takes as 
a whole is really only a part of a larger whole ; for then 
the demonstration will be true of the individual instances 10 
within the part and will hold in every instance of it, yet the 
demonstration will not be true of this subject primarily and 
commensurately and universally. When a demonstration 
is true of a subject primarily and commensurately and 
universally, that is to be taken to mean that it is true of 
a given subject primarily and as such. Case (3) may be 
thus exemplified. If a proof were given that perpendiculars 
to the same line are parallel, it might be supposed that lines 
thus perpendicular were the proper subject of the demon- 
stration because being parallel is true of every instance 
of them. But it is not so, for the parallelism depends not 15 
on these angles being equal to one another because each is 
a right angle, but simply on their being equal to one 
another. An example of (i) would be as follows: if 
isosceles were the only triangle, it would be thought to 

' If oudc in “2 is the right reading, it seems necessary to regard 
icairot (73'> 34) . . . tui6' avrd (74* 2) as a parenthesis, however clumsy. 

In 36 I place a comma-after <rxfiitaTot, 
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have its angles equal to two right angles qua isosceles. 
An instance of (2) would be the law that proportionals 
alternate.^ Alternation used to be demonstrated separately 
of numbers, lines, solids, and durations,^ though it could 
20 have been proved of them all by a single demonstration. 
Because there was no single name to denote that in which 
numbers, lengths, durations, and solids are identical, and 
because they differed specifically from one another, this 
property was proved of each of them separately. To-day, 
however, the proof is commensurately universal, for they do 
not possess this attribute qua lines or qua numbers, but qua 
manifesting this generic character which they are postulated 
as as possessing universally. Hence, even if one prove of each 
kind of triangle that its angles are equal to two right angles, 
whether by means of the same or different proofs ; still, as 
long as one treats separately equilateral, scalene, and isos- 
celes, one does not yet know, except sophistically, that 
triangle has its angles equal to two right angles, nor does 
one yet know that triangle has this property commen- 
surately and universally, even if there is no other species 
30 of triangle but these. For one does not know that triangle 
as such has this property, nor even that ‘ all ’ triangles have 
it — unless ‘ all ’ means ‘ each taken singly ’ ; if ‘ all’ means 
‘ as a whole class ’, then, though there be none in which one 
does not recognize this property, one does not know it of 
' all triangles ’. 

When, then, does our knowledge fail of commensurate 
universality, and when is it unqualified knowledge? If 
triangle be identical in essence with equilateral, i. e. with 
each or all equilaterals, then clearly we have unqualified 
knowledge:^ if on the other hand it be not, and the 
attribute belongs to equilateral qua triangle; then our 
3ji knowledge fails of commensurate universality. ' But it will 
be asked, ‘does this attribute belong to the subject of which 

* i.e. the law by which il A : £ C : D, then A : C :: £ : 

* The reference is perhaps.fo as the time-units of music and 
metre. 

’ sc. of the attribute ‘equal to two right angles* which, known to 
inhere in equilateral, would then be known to inhere in' a primary 
subject, i. e. fully known. 
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it has been demonstrated qtia triangle or qua isosceles? 
What is the point at which the subject to which it belongs 
is primary ? (i. e. to what subject can it be demonstrated as 
belonging commensurately and universally ?) ’ Clearly this 
point is the first term in which it is found to inhere as 
the elimination of inferior differentiae proceeds. Thus the 
angles of a brazen isosceles triangle arc equal to two right 
angles : but eliminate brazen and isosceles and the attribute 
remains. ‘ But’ — you may say — ‘ eliminate figure or limit, 74^ 
and the attribute vanishes.’ True, but figure and limit are 
not the first differentiae whose elimination destroys the 
attribute. ‘ Then what is the first ? ’ If it is triangle, it 
will be in virtue of triangle that the attribute belongs to all 
the other subjects of which it is predicable, and triangle 
is the subject to which it can be demonstrated as belonging 
commensurately and universally. 

6 Demonstrative knowledge must rest on necessary basic 3 
truths; for the object of scientific knowledge* cannot be 
other than it is. Now attributes attaching essentially to 
their subjects attach necessarily to them : for essential attri- 
butes are either elements in the essential nature of their 
subjects, or contain their subjects as elements in their own 
e.ssential nature. (The pairs of opposites which the latter 
class includes are necessary because one member or the 
other necessarily inheres.) It follows from this that pre- lo 
misses of the demonstrative syllogism must be connexions 
essential in the sense explained: for all attributes must 
inhere essentially or else be accidental, and accidental 
attributes are not necessary to their subjects. 

We must either state the case thus, or else premise that 
the conclusion of demonstration is necessary* and that 
a demonstrated conclusion cannot be- other than it is, and 
then infer that the conclusion must be developed from 15 
necessary premisses. For though you may reason from true 
premisses without demonstrating, yet if your premisses are 
necessary you will assuredly demonstrate — in such necessity 

' i. e. that which is known by demonstration. 

* Reading dvayKm'ov. 
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you have at once a distinctive character of demonstration. 
That demonstration proceeds from necessary premisses is 
also indicated by the fact that the objection we raise 
against a professed demonstration is that a premiss of it 
20 is not a necessary truth — whether we think it altogether 
devoid of necessity, or at any rate so far as our opponent’s 
previous argument goes. This shows how naive it is to 
suppose one’s basic truths rightly chosen if one starts with 
a proposition which is (i) popularly accepted and (a) true, 
such as the sophists’ assumption that to know is the same 
as to possess knowledge.* For (i) popular acceptance or 
rejection is no criterion of a basic truth, which can only be 
the primary law of the genus constituting the subject matter 
25 of the demonstration; and (a) not. all truth is ‘appropriate’.* 
A further proof that the conclusion must be the develop- 
ment of necessary premisses is as follows. Where demon- 
stration is possible, one who can give no account which 
includes the cause has no scientific knowledge. If, then, we 
suppose a syllogism in which, though A necessarily inheres 
in C, yet B, the middle term of the demonstration, is not 
necessarily connected with A and C, then the man who argues 
30 thus has no reasoned knowledge of the conclusion, since this 
conclusion does not owe its necessity to the middle term ; 
for though the conclusion is necessary, the mediating link is 
a contingent fact. Or again, if a man is without knowledge 
now, though he still retains the steps of the argument, 
though there is no change in himself or in the fact and no 
lapse of memory on his part ; then neither had he knowledge 
previously. But the mediating link, not being necessary, 
35 may have perished in the interval ; and if so, though there 
be no change in him nor in the fact, and though he will still 
retain the steps of the argument, yet he has not knowledge, 
and therefore had not knowledge before. Even if the link 
has not actually perished but is liable to perish, this 
situation is possible and might occur. But such a condition 
cannot be knowledge. 

75“ When the conclusion is necessary, the middle through 
which it was proved may yet quite easily be non-necessary. 

* Plato, Euthydemus, 277B. * Cf. note on 71'' 23. 
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You can in fact infer the necessary even from a non-neces- 
sary premiss, just as you can infer the true from the not true. 
On the other hand, when the middle is necessary the 
conclusion must be necessary ; just as true premisses always s 
give a true conclusion. Thus, if A is necessarily predicated 
of B and B of C, then A is necessarily predicated of C. 
But when the conclusion is non-necessary the middle cannot 
be necessary either. Thus: let A be predicated non- 
necessarily of C but necessarily of B, and let B be a lo 
necessary predicate of C ; then A too will be a necessary 
predicate of C, which by hypothesis it is not. 

To sum up, then : demonstrative knowledge must be 
knowledge of a necessary nexus, and therefore must clearly 
be obtained through a necessary middle term ; otherwise its 
possessor will know neither the cause nor the fact that his 
conclusion is a necessary connexion. Either he will mistake 13 
the non-necessary for the necessary and believe the necessity 
of the conclusion without knowing it, or else he will not even 
believe it — in which case he will be equally ignorant, 
whether he actually infers the mere fact through middle 
terms or the reasoned fact and from immediate premisses.* 

Of accidents that are not essential according to our 
definition of essential there is no demonstrative knowledge ; 
for since an accident, in the sense in which I here speak of it, 20 
may also not inhere, it is impossible to prove its inherence 
as a necessary conclusion. A difficulty, however, might be 
raised as to why in dialectic, if the conclusion is not a 
necessary connexion, such and such determinate premisses 
should be proposed in order to deal with such and such 
determinate problems. Would not the result be the same 
if one asked any questions whatever and then merely stated 
one's conclusion ? The solution is that determinate questions 23 
have to be put, not because the replies to them affirm facts 
which necessitate facts affirmed by the conclusion, but because 
these answers are propositions which if the answerer affirm, 

* So Zabarella, taking Aristotle to mean that you may construct a 
formally perfect syllogism, inferring the fact, or even the reasoned fact, 
from what are actually true and necessary premisses ; yet because you 
do not realize their necessity, you have not knowledge. One would, 
however, have expected ovkADyi'o-^Toi for in * 16. 
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he must affirm the conclusion — and affirm it with truth if 
they are true. 

Since it is just those attributes within every genus which 
are essential and possessed by their respective subjects as 
such that are necessary, it is clear that both the conclusions 
30 and the premisses of demonstrations which produce scientific 
knowledge are essential.^ For accidents are not necessary : 
and, further,® since accidents are not necessary one does not 
necessarily have reasoned knowledge of a conclusion drawn 
from them (this is so even if the accidental premisses are 
invariable but not essential, as in proofs through signs ; * for 
though the conclusion be actually essential, one will not 
know it as essential nor know its reason) ; but to have 
35 reasoned knowledge of a conclusion is to know it through 
its cause. We may conclude that the middle must be 
consequentially connected with the minor, and the major 
with the middle. 

It follows that we cannot in demonstrating pass from one 
genus to another. We cannot, for instance, prove geome- 
trical truths by arithmetic. For there are three elements in 
40 demonstration ; (1) what is proved, .the conclusion — an 
attribute inhering essentially in a genus ; (3) the axioms,^ 
75” ie- axioms which are premisses of demonstration ; (3) the 
subject-genus whose attributes, i. e. essential properties, are' 
revealed by the demonstration. The axioms which are 
premisses of demonstration may be identical * in two or 

‘ The implied minor premiss required for this conclusion is the 
already proved fact that the conclusions and premisses of demonstra- 
tion are necessary. I take ovd' d * 32 — di 6 n ‘ 34 as a parenthesis. 

' A further reason for excluding accidental premisses from demonstra- 
tion : they cannot give reasoned knowledge of a conclusion, i. e. (■ 35) 
knowledge of it through its cause (and this, Aristotle implies, was one 
of the first conditions of demonstration. Cf. 71^ lo, li): 

' Usually proofs from effect to cause, cf. i, ch. 13, 78*30 if. 

* Zabarella begins ch. 7 at 75*38— perhaps a better division. 

* It is not clear whether by r£ iiy ^istotle implies that the quantita- 
tive axioms can be premisses of demonstration — a view perhaps 
supported by i, ch. 9, 75'’4o, 41 if the interpretation of Bryson’s 
quadrature of the circle suggested in my note on 76* 3 is correct — or 
whether, like such axioms as the laws of contradiction and excluded 
middle, they are implied as canons regulating all mathematical 
demonstrations but do not serve as premisses. 1 have with hesitation 
adopted the former alternative here and in ch. 10, yd** 14. 

“ se. KOT ayaXoyiav 
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more sciences : but in the case of two different genera such 
as arithmetic and geometry yod cannot apply arithmetical 
demonsti'ation to the properties of magnitudes unless the 5 
magnitudes in question are numbers.^ How in certain 
cases transference is possible I will explain later.^ 

Arithmetical demonstration and the other sciences likewise 
possess, each of them, their own genera; so that if the 
demonstration is to pass from one sphere to another, the 
genus must be either absolutely or to some extent® the 
same. If this is not so, transference is clearly impossible, 10 
because the extreme and the middle terms must be drawn 
from the same genus : ^ otherwise, as predicated, they wiil 
not be essential and will thus be accidents. That is why it 
cannot be proved by geometry that opposites fall under.one 
science, nor even that the product of two cubes is a cube. 
Nor can the theorem of any one science be demonstrated by 
means of another science, unless these theorems are related 15 
as subordinate to superior (e. g. as optical theorems to 
geometiy or liarmonic theorems to arithmetic). Geometry 
again® cannot prove of lines any property which they do 
not possess qua lines, i. e. in virtue of the fundamental 
truths of their peculiar genus : it cannot show,' for example, 
that the straight line is the most beautiful of lines or the 
contrary of the circle ; for these qualities do not belong 
to lines in virtue of their peculiar genus, but through some 
property which it shares with other genera. ao 

8 It is also clear that if the premisses from which the 
syllogism proceeds are commensurately universal, the 
conclusion of such demonstration — demonstration, i. e., in 
the unqualified sense— must also be eternal. Therefore no 
attribute can be demonstrated nor known by strictly scien- 
tific knowledge to inhere in perishable things. The proof 
can only be accidental, because the attribute’s connexion 35 
with its perishable subject is not commensurately universal 

* Cf. Met. 1039*9. ’ Cf. i, cc. 9 and 13. 

’ i. e. in the case of subalternate sciences ; cf. e. g. 75^ 15 if. 

* sc. ‘ in all the demonstrations of the science.’ 

’ Aristotle has given two examples of the vicious transference of a 
middle term from one science to another : he now gives two examples 
of the vicious transference of a complete major premiss. 
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but temporary and special. If such a demonstration is 
made, one premiss must be perishable and not commensur- 
ately universal (perishable^ because only if it is perishable will 
the conclusion be perishable ; not commensurately universal, 
because the predicate will be predicable of some instances 
of the subject and not of others) ; so that the conclusion can 
only be that a fact is true at the moment — not commen- 
30 surately and universally. The same is true of definitions, 
since a definition is either a primary premiss * or a conclusion 
of a demonstration, or else only differs from a demonstration 
in the order of its terms. Demonstration and science of 
merely frequent occurrences — e. g. of eclipse as happening to 
the moon-r-are, as such,’ clearly eternal : whereas so far as 
they are not eternal they are not fully commensurate.* 

35 Other subjects too have properties attaching to them in the 
same way as eclipse attaches to the moon. 

It is clear that if the conclusion is to show an attribute 9 
inhering as such, nothing can be demonstrated except from 
its ‘ appropriate ’ * basic truths. Consequently a proof even 
from true, indemonstrable, and immediate premisses does 
40 not constitute knowledge. Such proofs are like Bryson’s 
method of squaring the circle ; for they operate by taking 
as their middle a common character— a character, therefore, 
76" which the subject may share with another — and consequently 
they apply equally to subjects different in kind. They 
therefore afford knowledge of an attribute only as inhering 
accidentally, not as belonging to its subject as such : other- 
wise they would not have been applicable to another genus.® 

’ Taking <p6apTriv iitv . . . !>v as a parenthesis. 

® i.e. the minor premiss in a basic syllogism of a science. Cf. ii. 
ch. 10. 

* sc. ‘ as far as they are demonstration and science ’ — the thesis which 
the chapter establishes. In so far as eclipse, demonstrated through 
its proximate cause, is regarded as embodying an unalterable nexus of 
cause and effect, the demonstration is genuine demonstration. 

* In so far as the eclipse so demonstrated is a particular event, the 
demonstration is not fully commensurate and so not truly universal. 

* Cf. note on 71 *’23. 

* The usual explanation of Bryson’s method, viz. that he argued 
that a circle is the mean area between the areas of the circumscribed 
and inscribed squares, renders it improbably futile. A more probable 
account (cf. Heath, CreeA Mathematics, vol. i. 223-5) follows : 
Bryson circumscribed regular polygons about a circle and inscribed 
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Our knowledge of any attribute’s connexion with a 
subject is accidental unless we know that connexion through 
the middle term in viitue of which it inheres, and as an s 
inference fiom basic premisses essential and ‘ appropriate ’ to 
the subject — unless we know, e. g., the property of possess- 
ing angles equal to tivo light angles as belonging to that 
subject in which it inheres essentially, and as inferred from 
basic premisses essential and ‘ appropriate ’ to that subject : 
so that if that middle teim also belongs essentially to the 
minor, the middle must belong to the same kind as the 
major and minoi terms. The only exceptions to this rule 
arc such cases as theoiems m harmonics which are demon- 
strable by aiithmetic. Such theorems aie proved by the 10 
same middle terms as aiithmetical pioperties, but with a 
qualification — the fact falls under a separate science (foi the 
subject genus is separate), but the leasoned fact concerns 
the superior science, to which the attiibutes essentially 
belong. Thus, even these apparent exceptions show that 
no attribute is strictly demonstrable except from its 
‘appropiiate’ basic truths, which, however, in the case of 15 
these sciences have the requisite identity of character. 

It is no less evident that the pcculiai basic truths of each 
inhering attribute are indemonstrable , for basic truths from 
which they might be deduced would be basic truths of all 

regular polygons within it, in each case inci easing the number of sides 
so that the area of the resulting polygon nioie and more nearly 
approached that of the circle, arguing that eventually the external 
and internal polygons would approsmiiite so closely that there could 
be only one polygon mean in area between them, which would con- 
sequently coincide in area with the circle He may then have 
reasoned thus: ‘Things which are greater and less than the same 
things respectively are equal The mean polygon is greater than all 
the internal polygons and less than all the e\ternal polygons; so is the 
circle . therefore they are equal.’ Isow the axiom contained by the 
major premiss is true, but requires specihcation within each science 
to be effective ; e g. in arithmetic it cun only prove a number equal to 
itself, while in geometry it must be stated as ‘ Commensurate magni- 
tudes &c.’. The difficulty of this explanation is that in Soph. Elench. 
172*2-7 Aristotle condemns Bryson’s quadrature as ‘eristic’, because 
It can be extended outside the sphere of geometry altogether ; leaving 
one to suppose that had Bryson reduced the application of the axiom to 
geometry and stated it as 'Magnitudes which are, &c.’, the proof 
would have been valid, whereas m fact it requires a further reduction 
within geometry to connect it with the minor premiss. It is also 
highly questionable whether Aristotle held that a quantitative axiom 
could serve as major premiss of demonstration, cf. note on 75*^ 42. 
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th’at is, and the science to which they belonged would possess 
universal sovereignty.^ This is so because he knows better 
whose knowledge is deduced from higher causes, for his 
ao knowledge is from prior ' premisses when it derives from 
causes themselves uncaused : hence, if he knows better than 
others or best of all, his knowledge would be science in a 
higher or the highest degree. But, as things are, demonstra- 
tion is not transferable to another genus, with such exceptions 
as we have mentioned of the application of geometrical 
demonstrations to theorems * in mechanics or optics, or of 
35 arithmetical demonstrations to those of harmonics. 

It is hard to be sure whether one knows or not ; for it is 
hard to be sure whether one’s knowledge is based on the 
basic truths appropriate to each attribute — the differentia 
of true knowledge. We think we have scientific knowledge 
if we have reasoned from true and primary premisses. But 
that is not so : the conclusion must be homogeneous with 
30 the basic facts of the science. 

I call the basic truths of every genus those elements in it 10 
the existence of which cannot be proved. As regards both 
these primary truths and the attributes dependent on them 
the meaning of the name is assumed. The fact of their 
existence as regards the primary truths must be assumed ; 
but it has to be proved of the remainder,® the attributes. 
Thus we assume the meaning alike of unity, straight, and 
33 triangular ; but while as regards unity and magnitude * we 
assume also the fact of their existence, in the case of the 
remainder proof is required. 

® Cf. Met. B, cc. 2 and 3. Aristotle must surely mean that there is 
no such dominant science. This interpretation, however, leaves the 
relation of science to metaphysics — to which a reference is clearly 
implied — obscure. Zabarella : ‘ notandum est Aristotelem non negare 
metaphysicum posse probare aliarum scientiarum principia, id namque 
non negari potest ; sed solum negare quod in illis scientiis quarum sunt 
principia, id fieri queat: ex principiis enim metaphysicis possunt 
probari principia geometrica, non tamen in ipsa geometria sed in 
metaphysics ’ ; i. e. as opposed to the relation of submtemate sciences. 
Pacius retains the discussion within the limits of a single science, but 
not without violence to the text. 

* oirriKar, and apfiovuds ^nould almost certainly be neuter 

plurals. ’ sc. the remainder of the genus ; vide 75*42-'’ i. 

* Unless piyeBos stands for the genus of which liBu and rpiyovop are 
species, the insertion of it is odd— though not without parallel. For 
rplyavov as apparently an attribute 7 >ide note on 71* 15. 
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Of the basic truths used in the demonstrative sciences 
some are peculiar to each science, and some are common, 
but common only in the sense of analogous, being of use 
only in so far as they fall within the genus constituting the 
province of the science in question. 

Peculiar truths are, e,g., the definitions of line and straight ; 40 
common truths arc such as ‘take equals from equals and 
equals remain Only so much of these common truths is 
required as falls within the genus in question : for a truth 
of this kind will have the same force even if not used 76** 
generally but applied by the geometer only to magnitudes, 
or by the arithmetician only to numbers. Also peculiar to 
a science are the subjects the existence as well as the meaning 
of which it assumes, and the essential attributes of which it 
investigates, e. g. in arithmetic units, in geometry points and 5 
lines. Both the existence and the meaning of the subjects 
are assumed by these sciences; but of their essential attributes 
only the meaning is assumed. For example arithmetic as- 
sumes the meaning of odd and even, square and cube, geo- 
metry that of incommensurable, or of deflection or verging ^ 
of lines, whereas the existence of these attributes is demon- 
strated by means of the axioms and from previous conclusions 10 
as premisses. Astronomy too proceeds in the same way. 

For indeed every demonstrative science has three elements : 

(i) that which it posits, the subject genus whose essential 
attributes it examines ; (2) the so-called axioms, which are 
primary premisses* of its demonstration ; (3) the attributes, 15 
the meaning of which it assumes. Yet some sciences may 
very well pass over some of these elements ; e. g. we might 
not expressly posit the existence of the genus if its existence 
were obvious (for instance, the existence of hot and cold is 
more evident than that of number) ; or we might omit to 
assume expressly the meaning of the attributes if it were 
well understood. In the same way the meaning of axioms, ao 
such as ‘Take equals from equals and equals remain’, is 
well known and so not expressly assumed.* Nevertheless in 
the nature of the case the essential elements of demonstration 
are three: the subject, the attributes, and the basic premisses.* 

‘ F/rfle Heath, Euclid, vol. i, p. 150. * Cf. note on 75* 42. 
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That which expresses necessary self-grounded fact, and 
which we must necessarily believe,^ is distinct both from the 
hypotheses * of a science and from illegitimate postulate — 
I say ‘must believe’, because all syllogism, and therefore 
a fortiori demonstration, is addressed not to the spoken 
as word, but to the discourse within the soul,® and though we 
can always raise objections to the spoken word, to the 
inward discourse we cannot always object. That which is 
capable of proof but assumed by the teacher without proof 
is, if the pupil believes and accepts it, hypothesis, though 
only in a limited sense hypothesis — that is, relatively to the 
30 pupil ; if the pupil has no opinion or a contrary opinion on 
the matter, the same assumption is an illegitimate postulate. 
Therein lies the distinction between hypothesis and illegiti- 
mate postulate; the latter is the contrary of the pupil’s 
opinion,* demonstrable, but assumed and used without 
demonstration. 

35 The definitions — viz. those which aie not expressed as 
statements that anything is or is not ® — are not hypotheses : 
but it is in the premisses of a science that its hypotheses are 
contained. Definitions require only to be understood, and 
this is not hypothesis — unless it be contended that the pupil’s 
hearing is also an hypothesis requiied by the teacher. 
Hypotheses, on the contrary, postulate facts on the being 
of which depends the being of the fact inferred. Nor are 
40 the geometer’s hypotheses false, as some have held, urging 
that one must not employ falsehood and that the geometer 
is uttering falsehood in stating tljat the line which he draws 
is a foot long or straight, when it is actually neither. The 
77* truth is that the geometer does not draw any conclusion from 
the being of the particular line of which he speaks, but from 
what his diagrams symbolize. A further distinction is 
that all hypotheses and Illegitimate postulates are either 
universal or particular, whereas a definition is neither.® 

1 sc. axioms. ’ Cf. note on 72* 20. 

* Cf. Plato, Theaetetus, 189 E ff. * Omitting § after 80^17. 

“It seems easier to read o 85 «V for oi8e with Waitz, but one would then 
expect X^oucru'. 

' A Spot is not strictly a judgement at all ; it is the um'tjf of the 
constitutive moments of an nropov tlBor set out as a formula or \6yos. 
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II So ^ demonstration does not necessarily imply the being 5 
of Forms nor a One beside a Many, but it does necessarily 
imply the possibility of truly predicating one of many; 
since without this possibility we cannot save the universal, 
and if the universal goes, the middle term goes with it, and 
so demonstration becomes impossible. We conclude, then, 
that there must be a single identical term unequivocally 
predicable of a number of individuals. 

The law that it is impossible to affirm and deny simul- 10 
taneously the same predicate of the same subject is not 
expressly posited by any demonstration except when the 
conclusion also has to be expressed in that form ; in which 
case the proof lays down as its major premiss that the 
major is truly affirmed of the middle but falsely denied. 

It makes no difference, however, if we add to the middle, or 
again to the minor term, the corresponding negative. For 
grant a minor term of which it is true to predicate man — 15 
even if it be also true to predicate not-man of it — still grant 
simply that man is animal and not not-animal, and the 
conclusion follows: for it will still be true to say that 
Callias — even if it be also true to say that not-Callias — is 
animal and not not-animal.* The reason is that the major 

* Zabarella inserts the first paragraph of this chapter down to iiq 
dfuamfiov in • 9 7 S'" 30 - 

* i. e. if the required conclusion is ‘ Callias is animal and not not- 
animal the syllogism is adequate in the form 

Man is animal and not not-animal, 

Callias is man, 

.'. Callias is animal and not not-animal. 

There is no need to add ' and not not-man ’ to the middle or ' and not 
not-Callias’ to the minor, for even if the opposites which these 
additions would exclude were taken as true, the same conclusion would 
follow : 

Man and also not-man (cat, dog, &c.} is animal and not not- 
animal, 

Callias and also not-Callias (Plato, Socrates, &c.) is man-and- 
also-not-man (i. e. belongs to a genus wider than man 'and 
narrower than animat). 

.'. Callias is animal and not not-animal. 

The major once made definite, the width of the middle, provided it is 
narrower than the major, does not matter, and the width of the minor, 
provided it is narrower than the middle, is unimportant. 

The construction in 15-17 perhaps presents two anacolutha : (a) the 
antecedent to Ka 6 ’ oS seems to be the subject to an unexpressed verb, 
presumably ftvai (could umi have dropped out between tmttv and cl 
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term is predicable not only of the middle, but of something 
other than the middle as well, being of wider application ; 
ao so that the conclusion is not affected even if the middle is 
extended to cover the original middle term and also what 
is not the original: middle term.^ 

The law that every predicate can be either truly affirmed 
or truly denied of every subject is posited by such demonstra- 
tion as uses reductio ad iinpossibile, and then not always 
universally, but so far as it is requisite ; within the limits, 
that is, of the genus — the genus, I mean (as I have already 
as explained ®), to which the man of science applies his demon- 
strations. In virtue of the common elements of demonstra- 
tion — I mean the common axioms which are used as 
premisses of demonstration,* not the subjects nor the 
attributes demonstrated as belonging to them — all the 
sciences have communion with one another, and in commu- 
nion with them all is dialectic and any science which might 
attempt a universal proof of axioms such as the law of 
30 excluded middle, the law that the subtraction of equals from 
equals leaves equal remainders, or other axioms of the same 
kind. Dialectic has no definite sphere of this kind, not 
being confined to a single genus. Otherwise its method 
would not be interrogative ; for the interrogative method is 
barred to the demonstrator, who cannot use the opposite 
facts to prove the same nexus. This was shown in my work 
35 on the syllogism.* 

If a syllogistic question ® is equivalent to a proposition la 
embodying one of the two sides of a contradiction, and if 

Kot 7), and (5) a main clause, ‘ the conclusion follows ’, must be supplied. 

To avoid (a) I have with hesitation taken the antecedent to Koff oS as 
subject to iSoSj) in the first « clause, and {i66t) as followed by the 
infinitive fivat in the third el clause. 

‘ Lit. ‘even if the middle is itself and also what is not itself’; i.e. 
you may pass from the middle term man to include not-man without 
affecting the conclusion. Cf. previous note. 

* Cf. 7S» 42 ff. and 76'’ 13. , ' Cf. note on 75* 4a. 

* y 4 M. Pr. I. i. The ‘opposite facts’ are those which would be 
expressed in the alternatively possible answers to the dialectical 
question, the dialectician’s aim being to refute his interlocutor whether 
the latter answers the question first put to him affirmatively or in the 
negative. 

‘ i. e. a premiss put in the form of a question. 
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each science has its peculiar propositions from which its 
peculiar conclusion is developed, then there is such a thing 
as a distinctively scientific question, and it is the interroga- 
tive form of the premisses from which the ‘appropriate’ 
conclusion of each science is developed. Hence it is clear 40 
that not every question will be relevant to geometry, nor to 
medicine, nor to any other science: only those questions 
will be geometrical which form premisses for the proof of 77* 
the theorems of geometry or of any other science,' such as 
optics, which uses the same basic truths as geometry. Of 
the other sciences the like is true. Of these questions the 
geometer is bound to give his account, using the basic 
truths of geometry in conjunction with his previous conclu- 
sions ; of the basic truths the geometer, as . such, is not s 
bound to give any account. The like is true of the other 
sciences. There is a limit, then, to the questions which we 
may put to each man of science ; nor is each man of science 
bound to answer all inquiries on each several subject, but 
only such as fall within the defined field of his own science. 

If, then, in controversy with a geometer qua geometer the 
disputant confines himself to geometry and proves anything 
from geometrical premisses, he is clearly to be applauded ; !• 
if he goes outside these he will be at fault, and obviously 
cannot even refute the geometer except accidentally.* One 
should therefore not discuss geometry among those who are 
not geometers, for in such a company an unsound argument 
will pass unnoticed. This is correspondingly true in the 
other sciences. *5 

Since there are ‘ geometrical ’ questions, does it follow 
that there are also distinctively ‘ ungeometrical ’ questions ? 
Further, in each special science — ^geometry for instance — 
what kind of error * is it that may vitiate questions, and yet 
not exclude * them from that science ? Again, is the erro- 
neous conclusion one constructed from premisses opposite to 

' Reading $ & ix t&v with C and Bonitz. 

® Placing a colon instead of a comma after itucvyu, a comma instead 
of a full stop after xaXur in li, and a colon instead of a comma 
after av/i/Sf/Sijicdr in '’12. 

' Reading irofav. 

* Omitting fj aytuiiirptfra with A, B, and C. So Waits. 
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ao the true premisses,^ or is it formal fallacy though drawn 
from geometrical premisses ? * Or, perhaps, the erroneous 
conclusion is due to the drawing of premisses from another 
science; e.g. in a geometrical controversy a musical ques- 
tion is distinctively ungeometrical, whereas the notion that 
parallels meet is in one sense geometrical, being ungeo- 
metrical in a different fashion : the reason being that ‘ ungeo- 
metrical like * unrhythmical ’, is equivocal, meaning in the 
*5 one case not geometry at all,® in the other bad geometry ? 
It is this error, i. e. error * based on premisses of this kind — 
‘of’ the science but false — that is the contrary® of science. 
In mathematics the formal fallacy is not so common, 
because it is the middle term in which the ambiguity lies,® 
since the major is predicated of the whole of the middle 
30 and the middle of the whole of the minor (the predicate of 
course never has the prefix ‘all’) ; and in mathematics one 
can, so to speak, see these middle terms with an intellectual 
vision, while in dialectic the ambiguity may escape detec- 
tion. E.g. 'Is every circle a figure?’ A diagram shows 
that this is so, but the minor premiss ‘ Are epics circles ? ’ ’ 
is shown by the diagram to be false. 

If a proof has an inductive minor premiss, one should not 
35 bring an ‘ objection ’ against it. For since every premiss 
must be applicable to a number of cases (otherwise it will 
not be true in every instance, which, since the syllogism 
proceeds from universals, it must be), then assuredly the 
same is true of an ‘objection’; since premisses and ‘ objec- 
tions’ are so far the same that anything which can be 
validly advanced as an ‘ objection ’ must be such that it 
could take the form of a premiss, either demonstrative or 
40 dialectical.® On the other hand, arguments formally illo- 

^ i. e. wrong in its matter. 

’ Placing a note of interrogation after Kara yto/urpiav dt. 

* Omitting Sxnrfprh appvOpov in 77^25. 

* Reading avri; xal ^ <V with A, B, C, and Waltz. 

® tvavria: but not contradictory. The ignorance contradictory to 
science is blank nescience, cf. i, ch. 18. 

' Reading del ru SittSv with A, B, and C first hand. 

^ The reference is to rd kvkXiko, the cycle of post-Homeric epics 
supplementing Homer. 

■ The connexion of this section 77^34-9 is not very dear. 
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gical do sometimes occur through taking as middles mere 
attributes of the major and minor terms. An instance of 
this is Caeneus’ proof that fire increases in geometrical 78* 
proportion: ‘Fire’, he argues, ‘increases rapidly, and so 
does geometrical proportion’. There is no syllogism so, 
but there is a syllogism if the most rapidly increasing 
proportion is geometrical and the most rapidly increasing 
proportion is attributable to fire in its motion. Sometimes, 5 
no doubt, it is impossible to reason from premisses predicat- 
ing mere attributes : but sometimes it is possible, though 
the possibility is overlooked.^ If false premisses could 
never give true conclusions ‘resolution’ would be easy, 
for premisses and conclusion would in that case inevit- 
ably reciprocate.* I might then argue thus : let he 
an existing fact; let the existence of A imply such 
and such facts actually known to me to exist, which we 
may call S* I can now, since they reciprocate, infer A 
from £. 

Reciprocation of premisses and conclusion is more fre- 19 
quent in mathematics, because mathematics takes defi- 
nitions, but never an accident, for its premisses — a second 
characteristic distinguishing mathematical reasoning from 
dialectical disputations. 

A science expands not by the interposition of fresh middle 

Zabarella inserts it at the end of ch. 17. 1 take it as an obiter dictum 
on cvarao-tr, and Aristotle as saying that the proper way to attack a 
proof containing an inductive minor premiss is not to urge an et'o-rao-ir, 
for in science an cvo-rao-is', like a positive premiss of science, must be 
universal and must lead to the conclusion opposite to the inference it 
attacks. Hence if the tv<rTa<ns is another inductive premiss, it is 
equally unscientific — it does not demonstrate an opposite conclusion ; 
if it is universal, it is gratuitous, for all one need do, Aristotle implies, 
is to point out that the original ‘proof proves nothing, because it has 
a premiss which is not koBoKov. 

* It is possible, i.e. not of course by mere conversion to the first 
figure, but when, as in the above hypothetical example, a fresh truth 
ignored^ in the invalid argument can be brought in to amend the 
paralogism wd produce a syllogism in the first figure. 

' Paralogism occurs because, though true premisses must give a true 
conclusion, the converse does not hold. If it did, premisses and con- 
clusion would reciprocate, and it would be as easy to ‘resolve’ a 
conclusion into its premisses as to see what conclusion must follow 
from given premisses. 

' The premisses regarded as an antecedent. 

‘ The conclusion regarded as a consequent. 
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terms, but by the apposition of fresh extreme terms.^ E.g. 

15 A is predicated of £, B oi C, C of D, and so indefinitely. 
Or the expansion may be lateral: e.g. one major, A, may 
be proved of two minors, C and E. Thus let A represent 
number — a number or number taken indeterminately ; B 
determinate odd number; C any particular odd number. 

ao We can then predicate A of C. Next let D represent 
determinate even number, and E even number. Then A is 
predicable of E.^ 


Knowledge of the fact differs from knowledge of thei; 
reasoned fact. To begin with, they differ within the same 
science and in two ways : (i) when the premisses of the 
25 syllogism are not immediate (for then the proximate cause 
is not contained in them — a necessary condition of know- 
ledge of the reasoned fact) : (2) when the premisses are 
immediate, but instead of the cause the better known of 
the two reciprocals is taken as the middle ; for of two 
reciprocally predicable terms the one which is not the cause 
may quite easily be the better known and so become the 


’ i.e. the old conclusion forms one premiss of the new syllogism 
and supplies the middle term : 

A—B That which has sensation, sleeps, 

B—C Animal has sensation ; 

.'. A — C Animal sleeps. 

Then (i) if the apposed term is a minor, 

A — C Animal sleeps, 

C—D That which expels fatigue-products is animal ; 

.'. A—D That which expels fatigue-products sleeps. 

(3) if the apposed term is a major, 

D — A That which sleeps expels fatigue-products, 

A — C Animal sleeps; 

D — C Animal expels fatigue-products. 

Cf. note on An. Pr. 26* 29. 

Aristotle here and in the passage immediately following, where he 
speaks of lateral expansion, is thinking of the scientist as setting out 
the body of his results in systematic form, as in fact writing a text- 
book : in passages such as i, ch. 22, 85* i if. which regard the ex- 
pansion of a science as proceeding by the insertion of .fresh middle 
terms between the terms of a irpo/SXi^pa, he has in mind actual 
scientific discovery or at any rate a systematization of results prior 
to the final setting out of the science in its logical order. 
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middle term of the demonstration. Thus (a) (a) you might 
prove as follows that the planets are near because they do 30 
not twinkle : let C be the planets, B not twinkling, A proxi* 
mity. Then B is predicable of C ; for the planets do not 
twinkle. But A is also predicable of B, since that which 
docs not twinkle is near — we must take this truth as having 
been reached by induction or sense-perception. Therefore 35 
A is 3. necessary predicate of C; so that we have demon- 
strated that the planets are near. This syllogism, then, 
proves not the reasoned fact but only the fact ; since they 
are not near because they do not twinkle, but, because 
they, are near, do not twinkle. The major and middle of 
the proof, however, may be reversed, and then the demon- 
stration will be of the reasoned fact. Thus : let C be the 40 
planets, B proximity, A not twinkling. Then B is an 78” 
attribute of C, and A — not twinkling — of Consequently 

A is predicable of C, and the sjdlogism proves the reasoned 
fact, since its middle term is the proximate cause. Another 
example is the inference that the moon is spherital from its 
manner of waxing. Thus : since that which so waxes is 5 
spherical, and since the moon so waxes, clearly the moon 
is spherical. Put in this form, the syllogism turns out to be 
proof of the fact, but if the middle and major be reversed it 
is proof of the reasoned fact ; since the moon is not spheri- 
cal because it waxes in a certain manner, but waxes in such 
a manner because it is spherical. (Let C be the moon, B 10 
spherical, and A waxing.) Again { 6 ), in cases where the 
cause and the effect are not reciprocal and the effect is 
the better known, the fact is demonstrated but not the 
reasoned fact. This also occurs (i) when the middle falls 
outside the major and minor,^ for here too the strict cause 
is not given, and so the demonstration is of the fact, not of 
the reasoned fact. For example, the question * Why does 15 
not a wall breathe?’ might be answered, ' Because it is not an 
animal ' ; but that answer would not give the strict cause, 
because if not being an animal causes the absence of respira- 
tion, then being an animal should be the cause of respiration, 

* sc. in the second figure (vide 34), in which the middle is predi- 
cate in both premisses. Cf. A». Pr. i, ch. 5, 26^ 39^ 



78 ” 


ANALYTICA POSTERIORA 


according to the rule that if the negation of x causes the 
20 non-inherence of the affirmation of x causes the inherence 
of>' ; e.g. if the disproportion of the hot and cold elements is 
the cause of ill health, their proportion is the cause of health ; 
and conversely, if the assertion of x causes the inherence of 
y, the negation of x must cause ys non-inherence. But in 
the case given this consequence does not result; for not 
every animal breathes. A syllogism with this kind of cause 
takes place in the second figure. Thus : let A be animal, 
25 B respiration, C wall. Then A is predicable of all B (for 
all that breathes is animal), but of no 6^; and consequently 
B is predicable of no C\ that is, the wall does not breathe. 
Such causes are like far-fetched explanations, which precisely 
consist in making the cause too remote, as in Anacharsis’ 
30 account of why the Scythians have no flute-players ; namely 
because they have no vines.^ 

Thus, then, do the syllogism of the fact and the syllogism 
of the reasoned fact differ within one science and according 
to the position of the middle terms. But there is another 
way too in which the fact and the reasoned fact differ, and 
that is * when they are investigated respectively by different 
35 sciences. This occurs in the case of problems related to 
one another as subordinate and superior, as when optical 
problems are subordinated to geometry, mechanical pro- 
blems to stereometry, harmonic problems to arithmetic, 
40 the data of observation to astronomy. (Some of these 
79 * sciences bear almost the same name; e.g. mathematical 
and nautical astronomy, mathematical and acoustical har- 
monics.) Here it is the business of the empirical observers 
to know the fact, of the mathematicians to know the 
reasoned fact ; for the latter are in possession of the demon- 
strations giving the causes, and are often ignorant of the 
5 fact : just as we have often a clear insight into a universal, 
but through lack of observation are ignorant of some of its 
particular instances. These connexions ” have a perceptible 
existence though they are manifestations of forms. For 

' i.e. they have no flute-ptayers, •.• they do not indulge in wine, 
they have no grapes, they have no vines. 

’ In 78^35 read ry £>’ oXXijs for ri hi aXXijr with n and p. 

' sc. ‘which require two sciences for their proof’. Cf. 78'’35. 
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the mathematical sciences concern forms: they do not 
demonstrate properties of a substratum, since, even though 
the geometrical subjects are predicable as properties of 
a perceptible substratum, it is not as thus predicable that 
the mathematician demonstrates properties of them.^ As 10 
optics is related to geometry, so another science is related 
to optics, namely the theory of the rainbow. Here know- 
ledge of the fact is within the province of the natural philo- 
sopher, knowledge of the reasoned fact within that of the 
optician, either qua optician or* qua mathematical optician. 
Many sciences not standing in this mutual relation enter 
into it at points ; e. g. medicine and geometry : it is the 
physician’s business to know that circular wounds heal more 15 
slowly, the geometer’s to know the reason why.® 

H Of all the figures the most scientific is the first. Thus, 
it is the vehicle of the demonstrations of all the mathe- 
matical sciences, such as arithmetic, geometry, and optics, 
and practically of all sciences that investigate causes : for ao 
the syllogism of the reasoned fact is either exclusively or 
generally speaking and in most cases in this figure— a 
second proof that this figure is the most scientific ; for grasp 
of a reasoned conclusion is the primary condition of know- 
ledge. Thirdly, the first is the only figure which enables 
us to pursue knowledge of the essence of a thing. In the 35 
second figure no affirmative conclusion is possible, and 
knowledge of a thing’s essence must be affirmative; while 
in the third figure the conclusion can be affirmative, but 
cannot be universal, and essence must have a universal 
character : e. g. man is not two-footed animal in any quali- 
fied sense, but universally. Finally, the first figure has no 
need of the others, while it is by means of the first that the 30 
other two figures are developed, and have their intervals 

' Cf. 8i'> 2-5 and note thereon. 

’ Reading fj toO Kara for fj Kara in 79® 12, with the MSS. Bekker’s 
omission of roC is an obvious misprint. 

* Perhaps because they expose the maximum amount of raw surface, 
or possibly because a wound forming an acute angle heals most easily — 
i.e. by first or second intention X granulation — and therefore a circular 
wound least easily. 
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close-packed ’ until immediate premisses are reached. 
Clearly, therefore, the first figure is the primary condition 
of knowledge. 

Just as an attribute A may (as we saw) be atomically ij 
connected with a subject B, so its disconnexion may be 
atomic. I call ‘ atomic ' connexions or disconnexions which 
35 involve no intermediate term ; since in that case the con- 
nexion or disconnexion will not be mediated by something 
other than the terms themselves. It follows that if either 
A or B, or both A and B, have a genus, their disconnexion 
cannot be primary. Thus : let C be the genus of Then, 
if C is not the genus of B — for A may well have a genus 
40 which is not the genus of B — there will be a syllogism 
proving A’s disconnexion from B thus : 

Tg** all A is C, 

no B is C, 
no B is A. 

Or if it is B which has a genus D, we have 
all B is A 
no D is A, 

no B is A, by syllogism ; 

S and the proof will be similar if both A and B have a genus. 

That the genus of A need not be the genus of B and vice 
- versa, is shown by the existence of mutually exclusive co- 
ordinate series of predication. If no term in the series 
A CD ... is predicable of any term in the series BEF . . ., 
and if G — a, term in the former series — is the genus of A, 

10 clearly G will not be the genus of B ; since, if it were, the 
series would not be mutually exclusive. So also if B has 
a genus, it will not be the genus of A. If, on the other 
hand, neither A nor B has a genus and A does not inhere 
in B, this disconnexion must be atomic. If there be 
a middle term, one or other of them is bound to have 

* Cf. i, ch. 23, 84’’ 19 AT., and also note on 78* 14. -irlKvwTis means 
the filling up with middle terms of the mediable loosely connected 
dtoo-Tii^a or interval between the terms of a Trprf^Xijpa or proposition 
requiring proof— a process which continues until each term is imme- 
diately connected with its neighbour, and basic premisses are reached. 
Then only is the original genuinely proved. 
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a genus, for the syllogism will be either in the first or the 15 
second figure. If it is in the first, B will have a genus — for 
the premiss containing it must be affirmative;^ if in the 
second, either A or B indifferently, since syllogism is pos- 
sible if either is contained in a negative premiss,* but not if 
both premisses are negative. *° 

Hence it is clear that one thing may be atomically 
disconnected from another,® and we have stated when and 
how this is possible. 

16 Ignorance — defined not as the negation of knowledge but 

as a positive state of mind — is error produced by inference. 

(]) Let us first consider propositions asserting a predicates 25 
immediate connexion with or disconnexion from a subject. 
Here,* it is true, positive error may befall one in alternative 
ways ; for it may arise where one directly believes a con- 
nexion or disconnexion as well as where one’s belief is 
acquired by inference. The error, however, that consists 
in a direct belief is without complication; but the error 
resulting from inference — which here concerns us — takes 
many forms. Thus, let A be atomically disconnected from 
all B : then the conclusion inferred through a middle term 30 
C, that all B is A, will be a case of error produced by 
syllogism. Now, two cases are possible. Either (a) both 
premisses, or ( 6 ) one premiss only, may be false, {a) If 
neither is an attribute of any C nor C of any B, whereas 
the contrary was posited in both cases, both premisses will 
be false. {C may quite well be so related to A and B that 35 
C is neither subordinate to A nor a universal attribute 
of B : for B, since A was said to be primarily disconnected 
from B, cannot have a genus, and A need not necessarily 
be a universal attribute of all things. Consequently both 

* i. e. in Celarent. 

* i. e. in Cesare or Camestres. 

’ Reading SKXo SXXa with MSS. and Waitz. The omission of 3 X\o in 
Bekker is dearly a misprint. 

* iiiv in 25 is not answered till Bi* 38. It has seemed necessary 

to expand the translation of 25-39. appears to contradict 

^ 24; bnt really Aristotle begins to discuss error resulting from 
inference and is led by the mention of immediate propositions to 
comment in passing upon error in direct apprehension. 
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40 premisses may be false.') On the other hand, (^) one of the 
premisses may be true, though not either indifferently but 
80 “ only the major A-C ; since, B having no genus, the premiss 
C-B will always be false, while A-C may be true. This is 
the case if, for example, A is related atomically to both C 
and Bi because when the same term is related atomically 
to more terms than one, neither of those terms will belong 
to the other.® It is, of course, equally the case if A-C is 
5 not atomic.® 

Error of attribution, then, occurs through these causes 
and in this form only — for we found that no syllogism 
of universal attribution was possible in any figure but the 
first.* On the other hand, an error of non^attribution may 
occur either in the first or in the second figure. Let us 
therefore first explain the various forms it takes in the first 
TO figure and the character of the premisses in each case. 

(c) It may occur when both premisses are false; e.g. 
supposing A atomically connected with both C and B, 

C A 

^ e. g. All quantity is substance, 

B C 

All quality is quantity ; 

B A 

.'. All quality is substance. 

Had B a genus, A’% disconnexion from B would have been mediated 
by it. 

C A 

* e. g. All body is substance — atomic, 

B C 
All quality is body ; 

B A 

All quality is substance— atomic. 

The reference cannot be to the impossibility of predicating co-ordinate 
species of one another, because B is stated to have no genus. We 
must therefore suppose KarijyofKiv here to include negation as well as 
afiSrmation (cf. 83* 14 and note) ; e. g. substance is primarily affirmed 
of body and denied of quality, therefore quality and body cannot be 
predicated either of the other. Aristotle then adds that this is only 
one case, and that as long as the minor premiss is atomic the major 
need not be atomic ; e. g. in the above example, man or stone might 
be substituted for body. 

C A 

' e. g. All man is substance — ^mediable, 

B C 
All quality is man ; 

B A 

.'. All quality is substance — atomic. 


An. Pr. i. i. 
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if it be then assumed that no C is A, and all B is C, both 
premisses are false.^ 

(d) It is also possible when one is false. This may be 
either premiss indifferently. A-C may be true, C-B false 15 
— A-C true because A is not an attribute of all things, 
C~B false because C, which never has the attribute A, 
cannot be an attribute of B;^ for if C-B were true, 
the premiss A-C would no longer be true, and besides 
if both premisses were true, the conclusion would be true,® go 
Or again, C-B may be true and A-C false ; e. g. if both C 
and A contain B as genera, one of them must be subordinate 
to the other, so that if the premiss takes the form No Cis 
it will be false.* This makes it clear that whether either or 
both premisses are false, the conclusion will equally be as 
false. 

In the second figure the premisses cannot both be wholly 
false; for if all B is A, no middle term can be with truth 
universally affirmed of one extreme and universally denied 
of the other ; but premisses in which the middle is affirmed 30 
of one extreme and denied of the other are the necessary 
condition if one is to get a valid inference at all.® There- 

C A 

® e.g. No cat is animal, 

B C 

All man is cat ; 

B A 

No man is animal. 

' Reading itivaTov vnipxnv with codd. 

C A 

' e. g. No stone is animal, (possibly true animal is not true of 
B C all things, as is, e.g., being or one.) 

All man is stone ; (false stone, which is never animal, 

B A cannot be an attribute of man.) 

.’. No man is animal. 

C A 

* e.g. No living thing is animal) 

B C 

All man is living ; 

B A 

.'. No man is animal. 

Here ‘ living ’ must be a genus of animal because both animal and 
living are predicable of man as genera. If living and animal were 
co-<ndinate, diey could not both be predicable of nian. 

* te. In this figore. 
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fore if, taken in this way, they are wholly false, their 
contraries conversely should be wholly true. But this is 
impossible.^ On the other hand, there is nothing to pre- 
vent both premisses being partially false ; e. g. if actually 
35 some A is C and some B is C,then if it is -premised that all 
A is C and no B is C, both premisses are false, yet partially, 
not wholly, false.* The same is true if the major is made 
negative instead of the minor. Or one premiss may be 
wholly false, and it may be either of them. Thus, sup- 
posing that actually an attribute of sM A must also be an 
40 attribute of all jB,® then if C is yet taken to be a universal 
80" attribute of all A but universally non-attributable to B, 
C-A will be true but C-B false.* Again, actually that 
which is an attribute of no B will not be an attribute of all 
A either ; for if it be an attribute of all A, it will also be an 
attribute of all 5 , which is contrary to supposition ; but 
if C be nevertheless assumed to be a universal attribute of 
6 A, but an attribute of no B, then the premiss C~B is true 


A C 

* e.g. in Camestres, All animal is immortal, 

B _ C 

No man is immortal, 

B A 

gives the false conclusion No man is animal : but if the contraries of 
these premisses were wholly true they would form a syllogism in 
. Cesare — A C 

No animal is immortal, 

B C 

All men are immortal— 

B A 

giving the same conclusion — No man is animal— which would have 
to be true. 

A C 

* e.g. All animals are biped, 

B C 

No mammals are biped : 

B A 

.'. No mammals are animaL 

' sc. as must be the case on our initial assumption that in fact all 
B is A. 

A C 


e.g. 


All animal is living, 
B C 

No man is living ; 
B A 

.'. No man is animal. 
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but the major is false.^ The case is similar if the major 
is made the negative premiss. For in fact what is an 
attribute of no A will not be an attribute of any B either ; 
and if it be yet assumed that C is universally nou-attribu- 
table to A, but a universal attribute of B, the premiss C-A 
is true but the minor wholly false.® Again, in fact it is lo 
false to assume that that which is an attribute of all B 
is an attribute of no A, for if it be an attribute of all B, it 
must be an attribute of some A. If then C is nevertheless 
assumed to be an attribute of all B but of no ^ 4 , C~B will 
be true but C-A false.® 

It is thus clear that in the case of atomic propositions 
erroneous inference will be possible not only when both 15 
premisses are false but also when only one is false. 

17 (a) In the case of attributes not atomically connected with 

or disconnected from their subjects, (a) (i) as long as the 
false conclusion is inferred through the ‘ appropriate ’ middle, 
only the major and not both premisses can be false. By ao 
‘ appropriate middle ’ I mean the middle term through which 
the contradictory — i.e. the true — conclusion is inferrible.* 
Thus, let ^ be attributable to B through a middle term C: 
then, since to produce a conclusion the premiss C-B must 
be taken affirmatively, it is clear that this premiss must 

A C 

® e. g. All animal is stone, 

B C 

No man is stone ; 

B A 

.'. No man is animal. 

A C 

' e. g. No animal is stone, 

B C 
All man is stone ; 

B A 

.'. No man is animal. 

A C 

' e.g. No animal is living, 

B C 

All man is living; 

B A 

No man is animal. 

* Cf. note on 71^3. This definition is a corollary of the definition 
there given of ‘ appropriate ’. 
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ss always be true, for its quality is not changed.' But the 
major A-C is false, for it is by a change in the quality of 
A-C that the conclusion becomes its contradictory — i. e. 
true.* Similarly (ii) if the middle is taken from another 
series of predication ; e. g. suppose 2? to be not only contained 
within A sls a. part within its whole but also predicable of 
all B. Then the premiss D-B must remain unchanged, but 
30 the quality of A-D must be changed ; so that D-B is always 
true, A-D always false.* Such error is practically identical 
with that which is inferred through the ‘ appropriate ’ middle. 
On the other hand, {b) if the conclusion is not inferred 
through the ‘appropriate’ middle — (i) when the middle is 
subordinate to A but is predicable of no B, both premisses 
35 must be false, because if there is to be a conclusion both 
must be posited as asserting the contrary of what is actually 
the fact, and so posited both become false : e.g. suppose that 
actually all D is A but no 5 is ; then if these premisses 
are changed in quality, a conclusion will follow and both 
40 of the new premisses will be false.* When, however, (ii) 
81* the middle D is not subordinate to A, A-D will be true, 
D-B false — A-D true because A was not subordinate 


' i. e. it does not become negative instead of affirmative in the false 
syllogism. 

C A 


' e.g. Nothing rational laughs, 

B C 

All man is rational ; 

B A 


No man laughs. 

Change the quality of the minor and there is no inference ; change the 
quality of the major and the contradictory and true conclusion follows. 

D A 

’ e.g. Nothing that walks upright laughs, 

B B 

All men walk upright ; 

B A 
No man laughs. 

Change the quality of the minor and there is no inference ; change 
the quality of the major and the contradictory— true — conclusion follows. 
D A 


* e.g. No brute is living, 

B D 

All men are brutes : 
B A 


No man is living. 
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to D, D~B false because if it had been true, the conclu- 
sion too would have been true; but it is ex hypothesi 
false.^ 

When the erroneous inference is in the second figure, both 5 
premisses cannot be entirely false ; since if B is subordinate 
to A, there can be no middle predicable of all of one extreme 
and of none of the other, as was stated before.^ One premiss, 
however, may be false, and it may be either of them. Thus, 
if C is actually an attribute of both A and B, but is assumed 10 
to be an attribute of A only and not of B, C-A will be true, 
C-B false : ® or again if C be assumed to be attributable to 
B but to no A, C-B will be true, C-A false. 

We have stated when and through what kinds of premisses 15 
error will result in cases where the erroneous conclusion is 
negative. If the conclusion is affirmative, (a) (i) it may be 
inferred through the ‘appropriate’ middle term. In this 
case both premisses cannot be false since, as we said before,* 
C-B must remain unchanged if there is to be a conclusion, 
and consequently A-C, the quality of which is changed, 
will always be false. This is equally true if (ii) the middle jo 
is taken from another series of predication, as was stated 
to be the case rlso with regard to negative error;* for 
D-B must remain unchanged, while the quality of A-D 
must be converted, and the type of error is the same as 
before. 

{b) The middle may be inappropriate. Then (i) if D is 25 
subordinate to A^ A-D will be true, but D-B false ; since 
A may quite well be predicable of several terms no one of 


1 


e-g. 


* Cf. 8 o» * 9 . 

• e. g. 


D A 
No stone is living, 

B D 

All man is stone ; 

B A 

No man is living. 

A C 

Every living tbi^ is substance, 

No man is substance ; 

B A 


.'. No man is living. 

* Cf. 8 o’> 17 - 86 . 


• Cf. 8 o’>36-33. 
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which can be subordinated to another.^ If, however, (ii) D 
is not subordinate to A, obviously A-D, since it is affirmed, 
will always be false, while D-B^ may be either true or 
30 false ; for A may very well be an attribute of no D, whereas 
all B is D, e. g. no science is animal, all music is science. 
Equally well A may be an attribute of no Z>, and D of no B. 

It emerges, then, that if the middle term is not subordinate 
to the major, not only both premisses but either singly may 
be false. 

35 Thus we have made it clear how many varieties of erroneous 

inference are liable to happen and through what kinds of 
premisses they occur, in the case both of immediate and of 
demonstrable truths. 

It is also clear that the loss of any one of the senses entails 18 
the loss of a corresponding portion of knowledge, and that, 
since we learn either by induction or by demonstration, this 
HO knowledge cannot be acquired. Thus demonstration de- 
8i‘’ vclops from universals, induction from particulars ; but since 
it is possible to familiarize the pupil with even the so-called 
mathematical abstractions only through induction — i. e. only 
because each subject genus possesses, in virtue of a deter- 
minate mathematical character, certain properties which can 
be treated as separate even though they do not exist in 
5 isolation ® — it is consequently im.possible to come to grasp 
universals except through induction. But induction is 
impossible for those who have not sense-perception. For 
it is sense-perception alone which is adequate for grasping 
the particulars : they cannot be objects of scientific know- 
ledge, because neither can universals give us knowledge of 

D A 

^ e. g. All brutes are quadrupeds, 

B D 

All men are brutes ; 

B A 

.'. All men are quadrupeds. 

* Reading rijii 8e AB with MSS. 

“ Cf. 79 * 6-10. To fiaBrifiariKa or to d^aipcVcur, as Aristotle 
calls them, exist only as properties of sensible objects, not se as 
separate entities, although they can be isolated by abstraction and thus 
constitute the subjects of mathematical demonstration. Consequently 
it is only bv (VayiiiYq from sensible objects that the universal can be 
elicited and known : vide Met, K. 1061*28. 
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them without induction, nor can we get it through induction 
without sense-perception.^ 

ig Every syllogism is effected by means of three terms, lo 
One kind of syllogism serves to prove that A inheres in C 
by showing that A inheres in B and B in €•, the other is 
negative and one of its premisses asserts one term of another, 
while the other denies one term of another. It is clear, then, 
that these are the fundamentals and so-called hypotheses 
of syllogism. Assume them as they have been stated, and is 
proof is bound to follow — proof that A inheres in C through 
B, and again that A inheres in B through some other middle 
term, and similarly that B inheres in C. If our reasoning 
aims at gaining credence and so is merely dialectical, it is 
obvious that we have only to see that our inference is based 
on premisses as credible as possible : so that if a* middle m 
term between A and B is credible though not real, one can 
reason through it and complete a dialectical syllogism. If, 
however, one is aiming at truth, one must be guided by the 
real connexions of subjects and attributes. Thus:* since 
there are attributes which are predicated of a sul?ject essen- 
tially or naturally * and not coincidentally * — not, that is, 25 
in the sense in which we say ‘ That white (thing) is a man 
which is not the same mode of predication as when we say 
‘ The man is white ’ : the man is white not because he is 
something else but because he is man, but the white is man 
because ' being white ’ coincides with ‘ humanity ’ within one 
substratum — therefore there are terms such as are naturally 
subjects of predicates. Suppose, then, C such a term not 30 
itself attributable to anything else as to a subject, but the 
proximate ® subject of the attribute B — i. e. so that B-C is 
immediate; suppose further E related immediately to F, 
and Fto B. The first question is, must this series terminate, 

* vide ii, ch. 19 and notes thereon. 

* Placing a colon after oSrar. 

’-i.e. predication in which the predicate is essentially adjectival; cf. 
ch. 4, 73° 5-10. Such predication is called by the Latin commentators 
‘predicatio naturalis’, and is further discussed in ch. 22. 

‘ Cf. note on ya** 4. 

' In ch. 21, 82*39 ff. Aristotle from the alternative point of view 
defines such a subject as Horaroi'. 
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or can it proceed to infinity ? The second question is as 
follows : Suppose nothing is essentially predicated of A, but 
35 A is predicated primarily of /f and of no intermediate prior 
term, and suppose H similarly related to G and G to B', 
then must this series also terminate, or can it too proceed to 
infinity? There is this much difference between the 
questions : the first is, is it possible to start from that which 
is not itself attributable to anything else but is the subject 
40 of attributes, and ascend to infinity ? The second is the 
problem whether one can start from that which is a predicate 
but not itself a subject of predicates, and descend to infinity ? 
A third question is, if the extreme terms are fixed, can there 
be an infinity of middles ? I mean this : suppose for example 
that A inheres in C and S is intermediate between them, but 
s between B and A there are other middles, and between these 
again fresh middles; can these proceed to infinity or can 
they not ? This is the equivalent of inquiring, do demon- 
strations proceed to infinity, i.e. is everything demonstrable ? 
Or do ultimate subject and primary attribute limit one 
another ? 

I hold that the same questions arise with regard to 
10 negative conclusions and premisses : viz. if A is attributable 
to no B, then either this predication will be primary, or 
there will be an intermediate term prior to B to which A is 
not attributable — G, let us say, which is attributable to all 
B — and there may still be another term H prior to G, which 
is attributable to all G. The same questions arise, I say, 
because in these cases too either the series of prior terms to 
which A is not attributable * is infinite or it terminates. 

15 One cannot ask the same questions in the case of 
reciprocating terms, since when subject and predicate are 
convertible^ there is neither primary nor ultimate subject, 
seeing that all the reciprocals qua subjects stand in the same 
relation to one another, whether we say that the subject has 
an infinity of attributes or that both subjects and attributes — 
and we raised the question in both cases — are infinite in 

* Reading oux indpxtt with D : or else iirapxtiv is used generally to 
include negation. 

* Reading airriKaTtryopovfifvoK with D. So Waitz. 
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number. These questions then cannot be asked — unless, 
indeed, the terms can reciprocate by two different modes, 
by accidental predication in one relation and natural >0 
predication in the other.^ 

ao Now,® it is clear that if the predications terminate in both 
the upward and the downward direction (by ‘ upward ’ I 
mean the ascent to the more universal, by ' downward ’ the 
descent to the more particular), the middle terms cannot be 
infinite in number. For suppose that A is predicated of F, 
and that the intermediates — call them BB'B". . . — are 35 
infinite, then clearly you might descend from A and find one 
term predicated of another ad infinitum, since you have 
an infinity of terms between you and F\ and equally, if 
you ascend from F, there are infinite terms between you 
and A. It follows that if these processes are impossible 
there cannot be an infinity of intermediates between A and 
F. Nor is it of any effect to urge that some terms of the 30 
series AB. . . F® are contiguous^ so as to exclude inter- 
mediates, while others cannot be taken into the argument 
at all : ® whichever terms of the series B ... 1 take, the 
number of intermediates in the direction either of A or of F 
must be finite or infinite: where the infinite series starts, 
whether from the first term or from a later one, is of no 
moment, for the succeeding terms in any case are infinite 35 
in number. 

21 Further,® if in affirmative demonstration the series ter- 
minates in both directions, clearly it will terminate too 

^ The possibility of ‘ unnatural ’ predication is ruled out in ch. 22. 

* Ch. 20 consists of a hypothetical argument to the effect that if the 
first and second questions asked in ch, 19 are answered in the negative, 
then the answer to the third question must also be in the negative. 

® I read ABZ with Waitz. Codd. ABC read ABr, not, as Bekker 
indicates, AB ; cod. M, AB. 

® Cf. note on qs** 4. 

® The objector apparently argues that even if in fact the number of 
terms between A and F is infinite, yet in thought we can reach from 
A to F since some of the intermediate terms will be contiguous and 
the rest — the possibly infinite series of middles separating two terms — 
may elude our apprehension altogether, so that for our thought these 
two terms constitute an immediate proposition. 

* The hypothetical argument of the last chapter is now extended to 
cover negation. 
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in negative demonstration. Let us assume that we cannot 
proceed to infinity either by ascending from the ultimate 
term (by ‘ ultimate term ’ I mean a term such as F was, 
82” not itself attributable to a subject but itself the subject of 
attributes), or by descending towards an ultimate from the 
primary term (by ‘ primary term ’ I mean a term predicable 
of a subject but not itself a subject ’). If this assumption 
is justified, the series will also terminate in the case of 
negation. For a negative conclusion can be pioved in all 
£ three figures. In the first figure it is proved thus : no .5 is 

A, all C is B. In packing the interval B-C we must reach 
immediate propositions — as is always the case with the 
minor premiss * — since B-C is affirmative. As regards the 
other premiss it is plain that if the major term is denied of 
a term D prior to B, D will have to be predicable of all B, 

10 and if the major is denied of yet another term prior to D, 
this term must be predicable of all D. Consequently, since 
the ascending series is finite, the descent will also terminate 
and there will be a subject of which A is primarily non- 
predicable.® In the second figure the syllogism is, all A is 

B, no C is B, .•. no C is A. If proof of this* is required, 
IS plainly it may be shown either in the first figure as above, 

in the second as here, or in the third. The first figure has been 
discussed, and we will proceed to display the second, proof 
by which will be as follows : all B D,^o C\sD . . since 
it is required that B should be a subject of which a predicate 
is affirmed. Next, since D is to be proved not to belong to 

C, then D has a further predicate which is denied of C. 
Therefore, since the succession of predicates affirmed of an 

^ sc. a predicate above which is no wider universal. 

’ Because Celarent is the only mood of the first figure in which 
negative is possible. 

'Interchanging Ktira and in Sac’ll and 12 with Waits. If we 
keep the text, rj M rb Kara oSth must mean the series of subjects 
descending from the primary, most universal predicate of C, through 
B, to C; and in that case Aiistotle’s argument is : ‘The minor premiss, 
B-C, being affi mative, the number of B’s — and .'. of C’s— predicates 
is finite ; but it is this series which must contain the subject of which 
A is primarily denied : therefore looking at the series from the opposite 
point of view as ascending towards the term of which A is primarily 
denied (fj ava 686s), it is equally finite.’ So Z.^barella ; but this interpre- 
tation is artificial, and 82" 21 below confirms Waitz’s reading. 

* sc. ' that no C is .5 ’. 
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ever higher universal terminates,^ the succession of predicates 
denied terminates too.® 

The third figure shows it as follows : all B is A, some B 
is not C , some A is not C. This premiss, i.e. C-B^ will 
be proved either in the same figure or in one of the two 
figures discussed above. In the first and second figures the 35 
series terminates. If we use the third figure, we shall take 
as premisses, all E is B, some E is not C, and this premiss 
again will be proved by a similar prosyllogism. But since 
it is assumed that the series of descending subjects also 
terminates, plainly the series of more universal non-predi- 
cables will terminate also. Even supposing that the proof 
is not confined to one method, but employs them all and is 
now in the first figure, now in the second or third — even so jo 
the regress will terminate, for tlie methods are finite in 
number, and if finite things are combined in a finite number 
of ways, the result must be finite. 

Thus it is plain that the regress of middles terminates in 
the case of negative demonstration, if it does so also in the 
case of afiErmative demonstration. That in fact the regress 
terminates in both these cases may be made clear hfy the 55 
following dialectical considerations. 

32 ® In the case of predicates constituting the essential nature 
of a thin g, it clearly terminates, seeing that if definition is 
possible, or in ether words, if essential form is knowable, 

'■ i.e. each 0: ie 3i:ccessi\e prosyllogisms required to prove the 
negative minors rcn:air.s an afimnative major in which the middle is 
afilnned of a subject successively ‘ higher’ or more universal than the 
subjea of the tin; syllogisoi. Thus : 

Syllogism : XI 3 D Prosyllogisms : .A,!. D \3 E Ml Eis F 
So C 13 D C IS E yoCisF 

Ko C ^ B No C is X? No CtsE 

3, D, E, &C., are successively more universal subjects ; and the series 
of affirmative majors containing them must ex hy^thesi terminate. 

* affir mative majors terminates and since an affirma- 
tive major is required for each prosyllogisiD, we shall eventually reach a 
minor incapable of proof and therdbie immediate. 

* This chapter attempts to answer the first and second qaestions 
raised in ch. 19. So obscure is it that it has seemed best to add a 
series of foct-sotes constituring an analysis of the argument. This has 
been ezpaitded where it has appeared possible to supplement the text 
of the translaocn, ana contracted wli»e the contrary was the r a s e. 
Direct comment !«■* been included only in parentbeses cont a ined in 
square bsadcels. 
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and an infinite series cannot be traversed, predicates 
constituting a thing’s essential nature must be finite in 
83* number.^ But as regards predicates generally we have the 
following prefatory remarks to make, (i) We can affirm 
without falsehood ‘ the white (thing) is walking and ‘ thal 
big (thing) is a log’ ; or again, ‘the log is big’, and ‘the 
man walks ’. But the affirmation differs in the two cases. 

5 When I affirm ‘ the white is a log I mean that something 
which happens to be white is a log — not that white is the 
substratum in which log inheres, for it was not qua white or 
qjia a species of white that the white (thing) came to be a log, 
and the white (thing) is consequently not a log except 
incidentally. On the other hand, when I affirm ‘ the log is 
white I do not mean that something else, which happens 
10 also to be a log, is white (as I should if I said ‘ the musician 
is white ’, which would mean ‘ the man who happens also to 
be a musician is white ’) ; on the contrary, log is here the 
substratum — the substratum which actually came to be 
white, and did so qua wood or qua a species of wood and 
qtta nothing else. 

If we must lay down a rule, let us entitle the latter kind 
IS of statement predication, and the former not predication at 
all, or not strict but accidental predication. ‘ White ’ and 
‘ log ’ will thus serve as types respectively of predicate and 
subject. 

We shall assume, then, that the predicate is invariably 
ao predicated strictly and not accidentally of the subject, for on 
such predication demonstrations depend for their force. It 
follows from this that when a single attribute is predicated 
of a single subject, the predicate must affirm of the subject 
either some element constituting its essential nature, or that it 
is in some way qualified, quantified, essentially related, active, 
passive, placed, or dated.^ 

' If the attributes in a senes of predication such as we are discussing 
are substantial, they must be finite in number, because they are then 
the elements constituting the definition of a substance. 

The first of three statements preliminary to a proof that predicates 
which are accidental— other than substantial — cannot be unlimited m 
number : Accidental is to be distinguished from essential or natural pre- 
dication [cf. i, ch. 4, 73*> 5 ff. and An. Pr. i, ch. 35, 43* 25-6]. The formM 
IS alien to demonstration : hence, provided that a single attribute is 
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(a) Predicates which signify substance signify that the sub- 
ject is identical with thepredicateor withaspeciesof the predi- 
cate. Predicates not signifying substance which are predicated 35 
of a subject not identical with themselves or with a species of 
themselves are accidental or coincidental; e. g. white is a 
coincident of man, seeing that man is not identical with 
white or a species of white, but rather with animal, since man 
zs identical with a species of animal. These predicates which ao 
do not signify substance must be predicates of some other 
subject, and nothing can be white which is not also other 
than white. The Forms we can dispense with, for they are 
mere sound without sense ; and even if there are such things, 
they are not relevant to our discussion, since demonstrations 
are concerned with piedicates such as we have defined.* 33 
(3) If is a quality of B, B cannot be a quality of A — a 
quality of a quality. Therefore A and B cannot be predi- 
cated reciprocally of one another in strict predication : they 
can be affirmed without falsehood of one another, but not 
genuinely predicated of each other.^ For one alternative is 
that they should be substantially predicated of one another, 
i. e, B would become the genus 01 diffeientia of .^ 4 — the 83^ 
predicate now become subject. But it has been shown that 
in these substantial predications neither the ascending 
predicates nor the descending subjects form an infinite 
series; e. g. neither the seiies, man is biped, biped is 
animal, &c., nor the series piedicating animal of man, man 
of Callias, Callias of a further subject as an element of its 

predicated of a single subject, all genuine predicates fall either under 
the category of substance or under one of the adjectival categories 
‘ Second preliminary statement: The piccise distinction of sub- 
stantive from adjectival predication makes clear (implicitly) the two 
distinctions, (a) that between natural and accidental predication, {6) 
that between substantival and adjectival predication, which falls within 
natural predication. [For ‘coincidental’, ‘coincident’, see note on 
73'’ 4.] This enables us to reject the Platonic Forms. 

[In “30 read n, and for TtpiTuriiara in *33 cf. Probl. §18“ 29.] 

’ Third preliminary statement merging into the beginning of the 
proof proper : Reciprocal predication cannot produce an mdefinUe 
regress because it is not natural predication. 

{woiorris in 83*37 seems to be equivalent to ‘character’ and to cover 
all the categories, cf. Met. d. 1020* 33-'’ 2. oCrur in * 38 is most 
naturally taken as meaning ‘ in strict or natural predication ’, but 
may mean ‘ so as to produce an indefinite regress ’. The latter is, how- 
ever, an mplicit consequence of the predication being unnatural.] 
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5 essential nature, is infinite. For all such substance is 
definable, and an infinite series cannot be traversed in 
thought : consequently neither the ascent nor the descent is 
- infinite, since a substance whose predicates were infinite 
would not be definable. Hence they will not be predicated 
each as the genus of the other; for this would equate a 
10 genus with one of its own species. Nor (the other alterna- 
tive) can a quale be reciprocally predicated of a quale, nor 
any term belonging to an adjectival category of another 
such term, except by accidental predication ; for all such 
predicates are coincidents and are predicated of substances.^ 
On the other hand— in proof of the impossibility of an 
infinite ascending series — every predication displays the 
subject as somehow qualified or quantified or as characte- 
rized under one of the other adjectival categories, or else 
15 is an element in its substantial nature : these latter are 
limited in number, and the number of the widest kinds 
under which predications fall is also limited, for every 
predication must exhibit its subject as somehow qualified, 
quantified, essentially related, acting or suffering, or in 
some place or at some time.^ 

I assume first that predication implies a single subject 
and a single attribute, and secondly that predicates which 
are not substantial are not predicated of one another. We 
assume this because such predicates are all coincidents, and 

' Expansion of third preliminary statement: Reciprocals .<4 and .5 
might be predicated of one another (a) substantially ; but it has been 
proved already that because a definition cannot contain an infinity of 
• elements substantial predication cannot generate infinity ; and it would 
disturb the relation of genus and species : (6) as qualia or quanta &c. ; 
but this would be unnatural predication, because all such predicates 
are adjectival, i. e. accidents, or coincidents, of substances. 

[oide iitiv in 83*’ 10, though an anacolutbon, answers $ ... rot in *39. 
vavra yap . . . Karijyopeirat in ^ II and 12 seems to be Aristotle’s proof 
that the descending series in the predication of accidents terminates ; 
sc. because it ends in an individual substance.] 

’ The ascent of predicates is also finite ; because all predicates fall 
under one or other of the categories, and (a) the series of predicates 
under each category terminates when the category is reached, and (fi) 
the number of the categories is limited, [(a) seems to mean that an 
attribute as well as a substance is definable by genus and differentia, 
and the elements in its definition must terminate in an upward direction 
at the category, and can therefore no more form an incite series than 
can the elements constituting the definition of a substance.] 
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though some are essential coincidents, others of a different 
type, yet we maintain that all of them alike are predicated ><> 
of some substratum and that a coincident is never a sub- 
stratum — since we do not class as a coincident anything 
which does not owe its designation to its being something 
other than itself, but always hold that any coincident is 
predicated of some substiatum other than itself, and that 
another group of coincidents may have a different substra- 
tum. Subject to these assumptions then, neither the 
ascending nor the descending series of predication in which »5 
a single attribute is predicated of a single subject is 
infinite.^ For the subjects of which coincidents are predi- 
cated are as many as the constitutive elements of each 
individual substance, and these we have seen are not infinite 
in number, while in the ascending series are contained 
those constitutive elements with their coincidents — both of 
which are finite.* We conclude that there is a given 
subject (Z?) of which some attribute {€) is primarily predic- 
able ; that there must be an attribute (F) primarily pre- 
dicable of the first attribute, and that the series must end 
with a term ^.<4) not predicable of any teim prior to the last 3° 
subject of which it was predicated {B), and of which no term 
prior to it is predicable.* 

* To reinforce this bnef proof that descent and ascent are both 
finite we may repeat the premisses on which it depends. These are 
(il the assumption that predication means the predication of one 
attribute of one subject, and (z) our proof that accidents cannot be 
reciprocally predicated of one another, because that would be unnatural 
predication. It follows from these premisses that both ascent and 
descent are finite. [Actually (z) only reinforces the proof that the 
descent terminates.] 

’ To repeat again the proof that both ascent and descent are finite : 
The subjects cannot be more in number than the constituents of a de- 
finable form, and these, we know, are not infinite in number ; hence the 
descent is finite The series regarded as an ascent contains subjects 
and ever more universal accidents, and neither subjects nor accidents are 
infinite m number. 

’ Formal restatement of the last conclusion. [This is obscure: 
apparently Aristotle here contemplates a hybrid senes: category, 
accident, further specified accident . . . substantial genus, subgenus 
. . . mfima species, individual substance. 

If this inteipretation of the first portion of the chapter is at all correct, 
Aristotle’s first proof that the first two questions of ch. 19 must be 
answered in the negative is roughly as follows . The ultimate subject 
of all judgement is an individual substance, a concrete singular. Of 
such concrete singulars you can predicate substantially only the elements 



Sa” ANALYTICA POSTERIORA 

The argument we have given is one of the so-called 
proofs ; an alternative proof follows. Predicates so related 
to their subjects that there are other predicates prior to 
them predicable of those subjects are demonstrable; but 
of demonstrable propositions one cannot have something 
35 better than knowledge, nor can one know them without 
demonstration. Secondly, if a consequent is only known 
through an antecedent (viz. premisses prior to it) and we 
neither know this antecedent nor have something better 
than knowledge of it, then we shall not have scientific 
knowledge of the consequent. Therefore, if it is possible 
through demonstration to know anything without qualifica- 
tion and not merely as dependent on the acceptance of certain 
premisses — i. e. hypothetically — the series of intermediate 
84* predications must terminate. If it does not terminate, 
and beyond any predicate taken as higher than another 
there remains another still higher, then every predicate is 
demonstrable. Consequently, since these demonstrable 
predicates are infinite in number and therefore cannot be 
traversed, we shall not know them by demonstration. If, 
therefore, we have not something better than knowledge of 
5 them, we cannot through demonstration have unqualified 
but only hypothetical science of anything.^ 

constituting their iti/ima species. These are limited in number because 
they form an intelligible synthesis. So far, then, as substantial predicates 
are concerned, the questions are ansv/ered. But these elements are 
also the subjects of which accidents, or coincidents, are predicated, 
and therefore as regards accidental predicates, at any rate, the descend- 
ing series of subjects terminates. The ascending series of attributes 
also terminates, (i) because each higher attribute in the series can 
only be a higher genus of the accident predicated of the ultimate sub- 
ject of its genus, and therefore an element in the accident’s definition ; 
(2) because the number of the categories is limited. 

We may note that the first argument seems to envisage a series 
which, viewed as an ascent, starts with a concrete individual of which 
the elements of its definition are predicated successively, specific 
differentia being followed by proximate genus, which latter is the 
starting-point of a succession of ever more universal attributes termi- 
nating in a category ; and that the second argument extends the scope 
of the dispute to the sum total of all the trains of accidental predication 
which one concrete singular substance can beget._ It is, as so often in 
Aristotle, difficult to be sure whether he is regarding the infima species 
or the concrete singular — the n-pcori) oim'o of the Categories — as the 
ultimate subject of judgement. I have assumed that he means the latter.] 

* The former proof was dialectical. So is that which follows in 
this paragraph. If a predicate inheres in a subject but is sub- 
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As dialectical proofs of our contention these may carry 
conviction, but an analytic process will show more briefly 
that neither the ascent nor the descent of predication can 
be inflnite in the demonstrative sciences which are the lo 
object of our investigation. Demonstration proves the 
inherence of essential attributes in things. Now attributes 
may be essential for two reasons : either because they are 
elements in the essential nature of their subjects, or because 
their subjects are elements in their essential nature. An 
example of the latter is odd as an attribute of number — 
though it is number’s attribute, yet number itself is an 15 
element in the definition of odd ; of the former, multiplicity 
or the indivisible, which are elements in the definition of 
number. In neither kind of attribution can the terms be 
infinite.^ They are not infinite where each is related to 
the term below it as odd is to number, for this would mean 
the inherence in odd of another attribute of odd in whose 
nature odd was an essential element : but then number ao 
will be an ultimate subject of the whole infinite chain of 
attributes, and be an element in the definition of each of 
them. Hence, since an infinity of attributes such as con* 
tain their subject in their definition cannot inhere in a single 
thing, the ascending series is equally finite * Note, more- 

ordinate to a higher predicate also piedicable of that subject [i.e. not 
to a wider predicate but to a middle term giving logically prior premisses 
and in that sense higher], then the inherence can be known by demon- 
stration and only by demonstration. But that means that it is known 
as the consequent of an antecedent. Therefore, if demonstration pvM 
genuine knowledge, the series must terminate ; i. e, every predicate is 
demonstrable and known only as a consequent and therefore hypo- 
thetically, unless an antecedent known per se is reached. 

* Analytic proof [i. e. a proof from the appropriate dppi^ai' of the subject 

which Aristoile is here treating, namely ru uraXi/rocd : cf. the frequent 
corresponding use of Note, however, that rd dyaKvruui have 

no proper place in Aristotle’s classification of the sciences : there is no 
special yevor of reality forming their subject-matter]. _ Demonstration 
proves the inherence in subjects of attributes essential either because 
they are elements in their subject’s definition, e.g. multiplicity or the 
indivisible [reading in 84* 16 aitaiptrop with the first hand of D, Number 

aSuuptTwp, cf. Met. 1085'' 2z]; or (2j because their subjects 
are elements m their definition, as e.g. odd [ntpurdp in *14 is really 
an abbreviation for fftpirrov eni apnov, cf. i, ch. 4, 73*39] relation to 
number. Attribution of neither type of nttrihiiic ran beget an infinite 
series 

* As i^ards type (2) [the opening of the chapter has disposed of 
type (1)] : in any series erf such predicates any given term will contain 
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over, that all such attributes must so inhere in the ultimate 
subject— e. g. its attributes in number and number in them— 
as to be commensurate with the subject and not of wider 
ss extent. Attributes which are essential elements in the nature 
of their subjects are equally finite : otherwise definition 
would be impossible. Hence, if all the attributes predicated 
are essential and these cannot be infinite, the ascending 
series will terminate, and consequently the descending 
series too.^ 

If this is so, it follows that the intermediates between any 
two terms are also always limited in number.* An imme- 
30 diately obvious consequence of this is that demonstrations 
necessarily involve basic truths, and that the contention of 
some — referred to at the outset — that all truths are 
demonstrable is mistaken. For if there are basic truths, 
(a) not all truths are demonstrable, and ( 6 ) an infinite 
regress is impossible ; since if either (a) or ( 3 ) were not a 
fact, it would mean that no interval was immediate and 
35 indivisible, but that all intervals were divisible. This is 
true because a conclusion is demonstrated by the interposi- 
tion, not the apposition, of a fresh term. If such inter- 
position could continue to infinity there might be an infinite 
number of terms between any two terms ; but this is im- 
possible if both the ascending and descending series of 
predication terminate ; and of this fact, which before was 
shown dialectically, analytic proof has now been given.* 

in its definition all the lower terms, and the series will therefore 
terminate at the bottom in the ultimate subject. But since every 
term down to and including the ultimate subject is contained in 
the definition of any given term, if the series ascend infinitely there 
must be a term containing an infinity of terms in its definition. But 
this is impossible, and therefore the ascent terminates. 

^ Note too that either type of essential attribute must be commen- 
surate with its subject, because the first defines, the second is defined 
by, its subject ; and consequently no subject can possess an infinite 
number of essential predicates of either type, or definition would be 
impossible. Hence if the attributes predicated are all essential, the 
series terminates in both directions. [This passage merely displays 
the ground underlying the previous argument that the ascent of 
attributes of type (a) is finite, and notes in passing its more obvious 
and already stated application to attributes of type (i).] 

’ It follows that the intermediates between a given subject and a 
given attribute must also be limited in number. 

’ Corollary : (a) demonstrations necessarily involve basic truths, 
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It is an evident corollary of these conclusions that if the 
same attribute A inheres in two terms C and D predicable 
either not at all, or not of all instances, of one another, it 3 
does not alwaj's belong to them in virtue of a common 
middle term. Isosceles and scalene possess the attribute of 
having their angles equal to two right angles in virtue of a 
common middle ; for they possess it in so far as they are 
both a certain kind of figure, and not in so far as they differ 
from one another. But this is not always the case; for, 
were it so, if we take B as the common middle in virtue of 
which A inheres in C and £>, clearly B would inhere in C 10 
and D through a second common middle, and this in turn 
would inhere in C and D through a third, so that between 
two terms an infinity of intermediates would fall — an im- 
possibility. Thus it need not always be in virtue of a 
common middle term that a single attribute inheres in 
several subjects, since there must be immediate intervals. 

Yet if the attribute to be proved common to two subjects 15 
is to be one of their essential attributes, the middle terms 
involved must be within one subject genus and be derived 
from the same group of immediate premisses ; for we have 
seen that processes of proof cannot pass from one genus to 
another.^ 

It is also clear that when A inheres in B, this can be 
demonstrated if there is a middle term. Further, the 20 
‘ elements ’ of such a conclusion are the premisses contain- 

and therefore [b] not all truths, as wesaw [84^32] that some maintain, 
are demonstrable [cf. U either 'ti) or (bj were not a fact, since 

conclusions are demonstrated by the interposition of a middle and not 
by the apposition of an eitreme term [cf. note on 78* 15], no premiss 
would be an immediate indivisible interval. This closes the analytic 
argument. 

[Thus the nerve of the dialectical and analytic arguments is the same : 
they differ only in that the former covers all syllogism. The basis of 
Aristotle’s contention is that predication is always a synthesis of 
determinate elements, a concrete whole which is essentiaKy not 
Sattpnr. Unfortunately for Aristotle’s point this contention, however 
sound, involves the reciprocal interdependence of the elements of such 
a synthesis and, ultimately, of all the terms of a scries of predicatim. 

It may prove that the series of predication cannot contain an infinity 
of terms, but it docs not prove that it is terminated by self-evident 
true within their own four corners. It is questionable how fax 
Aristotle’s logical system can survive this chapter.] 

* h ch- 7. 
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ing the middle in question, and they are identical in number 
with the middle terms, seeing that the immediate proposi- 
tions— or at least such immediate propositions as are univer- 
sal — are the ‘ elements If, on the other hand, there is no 

middle term, demonstration ceases to be possible ; we are 
on the way to the basic truths. Similarly if A does not 
inhere in B, this can be demonstrated if there is a middle 
*5 term or a term prior to B in which A does not inhere : 
otherwise there is no demonstration and a basic truth is 
reached.^ There are, moreover, as many ‘ elements ’ of the 
demonstrated conclusion as there are middle terms, since it 
is propositions containing these middle terms that are the 
basic premisses on which the demonstration rests ; and as 
there are some indemonstrable basic truths asserting that 
‘this is that’ or that ‘this inheres in that’, so there are 
30 others denying that ‘ this is that ' or that ‘ this inheres in 
that ’ — in fact some basic truths will affirm and some will 
deny being. 

When we are to prove a conclusion, we must take a 
primary essential predicate — ^suppose it C — of the subject 
B, and then suppose A similarly predicable of C. If we 
proceed in this manner, no proposition or attribute which 
fails beyond A is admitted in the proof: the interval is 
constantly condensed until subject and predicate become 
35 indivisible, i.e. one. We have our unit when the premiss 
becomes immediate,^ since the immediate premiss alone is 
a single premiss in the unqualified sense of ' single ’. And 
as in other spheres the basic element is simple but not 
identical in all — in a system of weight it is the mina, in 
music the quarter-tone, and so on — so in syllogism the unit 
85‘ is an immediate premiss, and in the knowledge that demon- 
stration gives it is an intuition.^ In syllogisms, then, which 
prove the inherence of an attribute, nothing falls outside 
the major term. In the case of negative sj'llogisms on the 
other hand, (i) in the first figure nothing falls outside the 

' Placing a full stop after dpxi; in ^ 26. 

* Placing a comma after yfvqrat in ** 36. 

’ vous grasps immediately an indivisible reality — e. g. the ri f/v thrai 
of a substance the elements of which are not predicated of one another 
Cf. 77 * 4 , 88*’3S-7, and notes thereon. 
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major term whose inherence is in question ; e. g. to prove 
through a middle C that A does not inhere in B the 
premisses required are, all B is C, no C is A. Then if it has 5 
to be proved that no C is a middle must be found 
between A and C ; and this procedure will never vary. 

(2) If we have to show that E is not D by means of the 
premisses, all Z? is C\ no E, or not all E,^ is C ; then the 
middle will never fall beyond E, and E is the subject of 
which £) is to be denied in the conclusion. 

(3) In the third figure the middle will never fall beyond 10 
the limits of the subject and the attribute denied of it. 

24 Since demonstrations may be either commensurately 
universal or particular,* and either affirmative or negative ; 
the question arises, which form is the better? And the same 15 
question may be put in regard to so-called ‘ direct ’ demon- 
stration and reductio ad impossibile. Let us first examine 
the commensurately universal and the particular forms, and 
when we have cleared up this problem proceed to discuss 
' direct ’ demonstration and reductio ad impossibile. 

The following considerations might lead some minds to 90 
prefer particular demonstration. 

(i) The superior demonstration is the demonstration 
which gives us greater knowledge (for this is the ideal of 
demonstration), and we have greater knowledge of a particu- 
lar individual when we know it in itself than when we know 
it through something else ; e.g. we know Coriscus the 
musician better when we know that Coriscus is musical than 35 
when we know only that man is musical, and a like argu- 
ment holds in all other cases. But commensurately universal 
demonstration, instead of proving that the subject itself 
actually is ar, proves only that something else is j;— e.g. in 
attempting to prove that isosceles is x, it proves not that 
isosceles but only that triangle is x — whereas particular 
demonstration proves that the subject itself is x. The 
demonstration, then, that a subject, as such, possesses an 
attribute is superior. If this is so, and if the particular 

' Second figure, Camestres or Baroco. 

' The distinction is that of whole and part, genus and species ; not 
that of universal and singular. 
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rather than the commensurately universal form so demon- 
30 strates, particular demonstration is superior. 

(3) The universal has not a separate being over against 
groups of singulars. Demonstration nevertheless creates 
the opinion that its function is conditioned by something 
like this — some separate entity belonging to the real world ; 
that, for instance, of triangle or of figure or number, over 
35 against particular triangles, figures, and numbers. But 
demonstration which touches the real and will not mislead 
is superior to that which moves among unrealities and is 
delusory. Now commensurately universal demonstration 
is of the latter kind : if we engage in it we find ourselves 
reasoning after a fashion well illustrated by the argument 
that the proportionate is what answers to the definition of 
some entity which is neither line, number, solid, nor plane, 
85” but a proportionate apart from all these. Since, then, such 
a proof is characteristically commensurate and universal, 
and less touches reality than does particular demonstration, 
and creates a false opinion, it will follow that commensurate 
and universal is inferior to particular demonstration. 

We may retort thus, (i) The first argument applies no 
more to commensurate and universal than to particular 
5 -demonstration. If equality to two right angles is attributable 
to its subject not qua isosceles but qua triangle, he who 
knows that isosceles possesses that attribute knows the 
subject as qua itself possessing the attribute, to a less degree 
than he who knows that triangle has that attribute. To sum 
up the whole matter : if a subject is proved to possess qiia 
triangle an attribute which it does not in fact possess qua 
triangle, that is not demonstration : but if it does possess it 
qua triangle, the rule applies that the greater knowledge is 
his who knows the subject as possessing its attribute qua 
that in virtue of which it actually does possess it. Since, 
10 then, triangle is the wider term, and there is one identical 
definition of triangle — i.e. the term is not equivocal — and 
since equality to two right angles belongs to all triangles, it 
is isosceles qua triangle and not triangle qtia isosceles which 
has its angles so related. It follows that he who knows a 
connexion universally has greater knowledge of it as it in 
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fact is than he who knows the particular ; and the inference 
is that commensurate and universal is superior to particular 
demonstration. 

(2) If there is a single identical definition — i.e. if the 15 
commensurate universal is unequivocal — then the universal 
will possess being not less but more than some of the 
particulars, inasmuch as it is universals which comprise 
the imperishable, particulars that tend to perish. 

(3) Because the universal has a single meaning, we are 
not therefore compelled to suppose that in these examples 
it has being as a substance apart from its particulars — any 
more than we need make a similar supposition in the other 
cases of unequivocal universal predication, viz. where the 
predicate signifies not substance but quality, essential related- ao 
ness, or action. If such a supposition is entertained, the 
blame rests not with the demonstration but with the 
hearer. 

(4) Demonstration is syllogism that proves the cause, 
i. e. the reasoned fact, and it is rather the commensurate 
universal than the particular which is causative (as may be 
shown thus : that which possesses an attribute through its 
own essential nature is itself the cause of the inherence, as 
and the commensurate universal is primary;^ hence the 
commensurate universal is the cause). Consequently com- 
mensurately universal demonstration is superior as more 
especially proving the cause, that is the reasoned fact. 

(5) Our search for the reason ceases, and we think that we 
know, when the coming to be or existence of the fact before 
us is not due to the coming to be or existence of some other 
fact, for the last step of a search thus conducted is eo ipso 
the end and limit of the problem. Thus : ‘ Why did he 30 
come ? ’ ‘To get the money — wherewith to pay a debt — 
that he might thereby do what was right.’ When in this 
regress we can no longer find an efficient or final cause, we 
regard the last step of it as the end of the coming — or being 
or coming to be — and we regard ourselves as. then only 
having full knowledge of the reason why he came. 

If, then, all causes and reasons are alike in this respect, 35 
* And therefore also essential ; cf. i, ch. 4, 26 ff, 
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and if this is the means to full knowledge in the case of 
final causes such as we have exemplified, it follows that in 
the case of the other causes also full knowledge is attained 
when an attribute no longer inheres because of something 
else. Thus, when we learn that exterior angles are equal 
to four right angles because they are the exterior angles of 
an isosceles, there still remains the question ‘Why has 
gga isosceles this attribute ? ' and its answer ‘ Because it is a 
triangle, and a triangle has it because a triangle is a recti- 
linear figure.’ If rectilinear figure possesses the property for 
no further reason,' at this point we have full knowledge — but 
at this point our knowledge has become commensurately 
universal, and so we conclude that commensurately universal 
demonstration is superior. 

(6) The more demonstration becomes particular the more 
it sinks into an indeterminate manifold, while universal 
demonstration tends to the simple and determinate. But 
objects so far as they are an indeterminate manifold are 
unintelligible, so far as they are determinate, intelligible: 
they are therefore intelligible rather in so far as they are 
universal than in so far as they are particular. From this it 
follows that universals are more demonstrable: but since 
relative and correlative increase concomitantly, of the more 
demonstrable there will be fuller demonstration. Hence 
the commensurate and universal form, being more truly 

10 demonstration, is the superior. 

(7) Demonstration which teaches two things is preferable 
to demonstration which teaches only one. He who possesses 
commensurately universal demonstration knows the parti- 
cular as well, but he who possesses particular demonstration 
does not know the universal. So that this is an additional 
reason for preferring commensurately universal demonstra- 
tion. And there is yet this further argument : 

(8) Proof becomes more and more proof of the commen- 
surate universal as its middle term approaches nearer to the 

IS basic truth, and nothing is so near as the immediate premiss 
which is itself the basic truth. If, then, proof from the 
basic truth is more accurate than proof not so derived, 
' i. e. for no reason other than its own nature. 
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demonstration which depends more closely on it is more 
accurate than demonstration which is less closely dependent. 

But commensurately universal demonstration is characterized 
by this closer dependence, and is therefore superior. Thus, 
if A had to be proved to inhere in D, and the middles were 
B and C, B being the higher term would render the demon- 
stration which it mediated the more universal. 

Some of these arguments, however, are dialectical. The 
clearest indication of the precedence of commensurately 
universal demonstration is as follows : if of two propositions, 
a prior and a posterior, we have a grasp of the prior, we 
havea kind of knowledge — a potential grasp — of the posterior 
as well. For example, if one knows that the angles of all 25 
triangles are equal to two right angles, one knows in a sense — 
potentially — that the isosceles’ angles also are equal to two 
right angles, even if one does not know that the isosceles is 
a triangle ; but to grasp this posterior proposition is by no 
means to know the commensurate universal either potentially 
or actually. Moreover, commensurately universal demon- 
stration is through and through intelligible particular 
demonstration issues in sense-perception. 30 

35 The preceding arguments constitute our defence of the 
superiority of commensurately universal to particular de- 
monstration. That affirmative demonstration excels nega- 
tive may be shown as follows. 

(i) We may assume the .superiority ceteris paribus of the 
demonstration which derives from fewer postulates or hypo- 
theses — in short from fewer premisses ; for, given that all 35 
these are equally well known, where they are fewer knowledge 
will be more speedily acquired, and that is a desideratum. 

The argument implied in our contention that demonstration 
from fewer assumptions is superior may be set out in uni- 
versal form as follows.* Assuming that in both cases alike 
the middle terms are known, and that middles which are 
prior are better known than such as are posterior, we tnay 
suppose two demonstrations of the inherence of A in the 
one proving it through the middles B, C and D, the other 86 * 

* Reading xadoXov &8f with Waiti ; D xadiSKbi; oftr. 
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through F and G. Then^ A-D is known to the same 
degree as A-E (in the second proof), but A-D is better 
known than and prior to A-E (in the first proof) ; since 
A-E is proved through A-D, and the ground is more 
certain than the conclusion.® 

5 Hence demonstration by fewer premisses is ceteris 
paribus superior. Now both affirmative and negative 
demonstration operate through three terms and two pre. 
misses, but whereas the former assumes only that something 
is, the latter assumes both that something is and that some- 
thing else is not, and thus operating through more kinds of 
premiss ® is inferior. 

(a) It has been proved * that no conclusion follows if both 
premisses are negative, but that one must be negative, the 
other affirmative. So we are compelled to lay down the 
following additional rule : as the demonstration expands, 
the affirmative premisses must increase in number, but there 
»5 cannot be- more than one negative premiss in each complete 
proof.® Thus, suppose no B is A, and all C is B. Then, 
if both the premisses are to be again expanded, a middle 
must be interposed. Let us interpose D between A and B, 
and E between B and C. Then clearly E is affirmatively 
related to B and C, while D is affirmatively related to B but 
negatively to A ; for all B is D, but there must be no D 
which is A. Thus there proves to be a single negative 
premiss, A-D. In the further prosyllogisms too it is the 
same, because in the terms of an affirmative syllogism the 
middle is always related affirmatively to both extremes ; in 
*S a negative syllogism it must be negatively related only to 
one of them, and so this negation comes to be a single 
, negative premiss, the other premisses being affirmative. If, 


' Reading o/toias with Boethius and vet. Interp. So Waits. 


* The two proofs are (i) A — £ {2) A — F 

B—C F—G 

A—C A—G 

•C-D G—E 

.-. A—D A—E 


n—E 

® ‘ Specie non numero plura Zabarella. ‘ An. Pr. i, ch. 7. 

® i. e. in one syllogism and two prosyllogisins proving its premisses. 
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then, that through which a truth is proved is a better known 
and more certain truth, and if the negative proposition is 
proved through the affirmative and not vice versa, affirma- 
tive demonstration, being prior and better known and more 
certain, will be superior. 

(3) The basic truth of demonstrative syllogism is the 30 
universal immediate premiss, and the universal premiss 
asserts in affirmative demonstration and in negative denies : 
and the affirmative proposition is prior to and better known 
than the negative (since affirmation explains denial and is 
prior to denial, just as being is prior to not-being). It follows 3? 
that the basic premiss of affirmative demonstration is 
superior to that of negative demonstration, and the demon- 
stration which uses superior basic premisses is superior. 

(4) Affirmative demonstration is more of the nature of a 
basic form of proof, because it is a sine qua non of negative 
demonstration. 

26 Since affirmative demonstration is superior to negative, it 87* 
is clearly superior also to reducHo ad impossibile. We must 
first make certain what is the difference between negative 
demonstration and reduedo ad impossibile. Let us suppose 
that no B is A, and that all C is B: the conclusion neces- 
sarily follows that no CisA. If these premisses are assumed, 5 
therefore, the nqjative demonstration that no C is ^ is direct. 
Redvetio ad impossibile, on the other hand, proceeds as follows 
Supposing we are to prove that A does not inhere in /?, we 
have to assume that it does inhere, and further that B 
Inheres in C, with the resulting inference that A inheres in 
C. This we have to suppose a known and admitted im- 
possibility ; and we then infer that A cannot inhere In B. 10 
Thus if the inherence of .S in C is not questioned, ^’s in- 
herence in B is impossible. 

The order of the terms is the same in both proofs : they 
differ according to which of the negative propositions is the 
better known, the one denying A of B or the one denying 
A of C. When the falsity of the conclusion * is the brtter 

' i e. the impossibility of A-C, the conclusion of the hypothetical 
syllogism. 
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15 known, wc use reductio ad imposiibile ; when the major 
premiss of the syllogism is the more obvious, wc use direct 
demonstration. All the same the proposition denying A of 
B is, in the order of being, prior to that denying A of C\ for 
premisses are prior to the conclusion which follows from 
them, and ‘no Cis A' is the conclusion, ‘no B is A' one of 
ao its premisses. For the destructive result of reductio ad 
impossibile is not a proper conclusion, nor are its antecedents 
proper premisses. On the contrary : the constituents of 
syllogism are premisses related to one another as whole to 
part or part to whole,* whereas the premisses A-C and A-B 
25 are not thus related to one another. Now the superior 
demonstration is that which proceeds from better known 
and prior premisses, and while both these forms depend for 
credence on the not being of something, yet the source of 
the one is prior to that of the other. Therefore negative 
demonstration will have an unqualified superiority to reductio 
ad impossibile, and afiirmative demonstration, being superior 
to negative, will consequently be superior also to reductio ad 
30 impossibile. 

The science which is knowledge at once of the fact and VJ 
of the reasoned fact, not of the fact by itself without the 
reasoned fact, is the more exact and the prior science. 

A science such as arithmetic, which is not a science of 
properties qua inhering in a substratum, is more exact than 
and prior to a science like harmonics, which is a science of 
properties inhering in a substratum ; and similarly a science 
like arithmetic, which is constituted of fewer basic elements, 
is more exact than and prior to geometry, which requires 
35 additional elements. What I mean by ‘ additional elements ’ 
is this : a unit is substance without position, while a point is 
substance with position ; the latter contains an additional 
element. 

* Deleting commas after oS and eWti' in * 32 . In Aii. Pr. 25'’ 32-5 
Aristotle defines the first figure as that in which the middle term is 
contained in the major as in a whole and the minor is contained in 
the middle as in a whole. Hence major premiss is related to minor 
as whole to part. The hrst figure is perfect because it displays the 
natural organic movement of thought fiom minor through middle to 
major Reductio ad impossibile perverts this natural movement and its 
‘ premisses ’ do not stand in this organic relation. 
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28 A single science is one whose domain is a single genus, 
viz. all the subjects constituted out of the primary entities 
of the genus — i. e. the parts of this total subject — and their 
essential properties. 

One science differs from another when their basic truths 
have neither a common source nor are derived those of the 
one science * from those of the other. This is verified when 87'* 
we reach the indemonstrable premisses of a science, for they 
must be within one genus with its conclusions: and this 
again is verified if the conclusions proved by means of them 
fall within one genus — i. e. are homogeneous. 

29 One can have several demonstrations of the same 5 
connexion not only by taking from the same series of 
predication middles which are other than the immediately 
cohering term * — e. g. by taking C, and F severally 
to prove A~B — but also by taking a middle from another 
series. Thus let A be change, D alteration of a property, B 
feeling pleasure, and G relaxation. We can then .without 
falsehood predicate D cAB and A of D, for he who is pleased 10 
suffers alteration of a property, and that which alters a 
property changes. Again, we can predicate A of G without 
falsehood, and G of B ; for to feel pleasure is to relax, and 
to relax is to change. So the conclusion can be drawn 
through middles which are different, i. e. not in the same 
series — yet not so that neither of these middles is predicable 
of the other, for they must both be attributable to some one 13 
subject. 

A further point worth investigating is how many ways of 
proving the same conclusion can be obtained by varying the 
figure. 

go There is no knowledge by demonstration of chance 
conjunctions ; for chance conjunctions exist neither by 
necessity nor as general connexions but comprise what 20 
comes to be as something distinct from these. Now 
demonstration is concerned only with one or other of these 
two ; for all reasoning proceeds from necessary or general 
premisses, the conclusion being necessary if the premisses 

• Cf. note on 95’’ 3 and 4. 


* Reading artpni. 
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as are necessary and general if the premisses are general. 
Consequently, if chance conjunctions are neither general nor 
necessary, they are not demonstrable. 

Scientific knowledge is not possible through the act of 31 
perception. Even if perception as a faculty is of ‘ the such ’ 
and not merely of a ' this somewhat yet one must at any 
rate actually perceive a ‘ this somewhat and at a definite 
30 present place and time : but that which is commensurately 
universal and true in all cases one cannot perceive, since it 
is not ‘ this ’ and it is not ‘ now ’ ; if it were, it would not be 
commensurately universal — the term we apply to what is 
always and everywhere. Seeing, therefore, that demonstra- 
tions are. commensurately universal and universals imper- 
ceptible, we clearly cannot obtain scientific knowledge by 
35 the act of perception : nay, it is obvious that even if it were 
possible to perceive that a triangle has its angles equal to 
two right angles, we should still be looking for a demonstra- 
tion — we should not (as some * say) possess knowledge of it ; 
for perception must be of a particular, whereas scientific 
knowledge involves the recognition of the commensurate 
universal. So if we were on the moon, and saw the earth 
40 shutting out the sun’s light, we should not know the cause 
88* of the eclipse : we should perceive the present fact of the 
eclipse, but not the reasoned fact at all, since the act of 
perception is not of the commensurate universal. I do not, 
of course, deny that by watching the frequent recurrence 
of this event we might, after tracking the commensurate 
universal, posse.ss a demonstration, for the commensurate 
universal is elicited from the several groups of singulars. 

5 The commensurate universal is precious because it makes 
clear the cause ; so that in the case of facts like these which 
have a cause other than themselves universal knowledge ^ is 
more precious than sense-perceptions and than intuition. 
(As regards primary truths there is of course a different 
account to be given.*) Hence it is clear that knowledge of 

• Cf. note on 73'’ 7. 

’ Protagoras is perhaps referred to. 

’ i. e. demonstration through the commensurate universal. 

* Cf. e.g. too'’ 12. 
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things demonstrable ' cannot be acquired by perception, 
unless the term perception is applied to the possession of 10 
scientific knowledge through demonstration. Nevertheless 
certain points do arise with regard to connexions to be 
proved which are referred for their explanation to a failure 
in sense-perception : there are cases when an act of vision 
would terminate our inquiry, not because in seeing we 
should be knowing, but because we should have elicited the 
universal from seeing ; if, for example, we saw the pores in 
the glass and the light passing through, the reason of the 15 
kindling would be clear to us^ because we should at the 
same time see it in each instance and intuit that it must be 
so in all instances. 

All syllogisms cannot have the same basic truths. This 
may be shown first of all by the following dialectical 
considerations, (i) Some syllogisms are true and some 
false : for though a true inference is possible from false *o 
premisses, yet this occurs once only — I mean if A, for 
instance, is truly predicable of C, but B, the middle, is false, 
both A-B and jS-C being false; nevertheless, it middles are 
taken to prove these premisses, they will be false because 
every conclusion which is a falsehood has false premisses, *5 
while true conclusions have true premisses, and false and true 
differ in kind. Then again, (a) falsehoods are not all derived 
from a single identical set of principles : there are falsehoods 
which are the contraries of one another and cannot coexist, 
e-.g. ‘justice is injustice ’, and' justice is cowardice’ ; 'manis 
horse’, and ‘man is ox ’ ; ‘the equal is greater’, and ‘the equal 
is less.’ From our established principles we may argue the 30 
case as follows, confining ourselves therefore to true conclu- 
sions. Not even all these are inferred from the same basic 
truths ; many of them in fact have basic truths which differ 
generically and are not transferable; units, for instance, 
which are without position, cannot take the place of points, 
which have position. The transferred terms could only fit 

‘ Reading nirodnicrui' with Waitz ; cf. 90'’ 10 and note. 

* A theory of the concentration of rays through a burning-glass 
which was not Aristotle’s. 
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35 in as middle terms or as major or minor terms, or else have 
some of the other terms between them, others outside them.* 

Nor can any of the common axioms — such, I mean, as 
the law of excluded middle — serve as premisses for the 
gS** proof of all conclusions. For the kinds of being are different, 
and some attributes attach to quanta and some to qualia 
only; and proof is achieved by means of* the common 
axioms taken in conjunction with these several kinds and 
their attributes. 

Again,* it is not true that the basic truths are much fewer 
S than the conclusions, for the basic truths are the premisses, 
and the premisses are formed by the apposition of a fresh 
extreme term or the interposition of a fresh middle. 
Moreover, the number of conclusions is indefinite, though the 
number of middle terms is finite ; and lastly some of the 
basic truths are necessary, others variable. 

* i. e. the transference of anxai. from one science to another must 
mean that the terms of which they consist will appear in the second 
science either always as middles or always as majois or always as 
minors, or else now as middles between terms native to the second 
science, now as extreme terms linked by middles native to the second 
science : therefore the second science would contain a demonstration 
the terms of which were not within one genus, and therefore not 
predicable leafl’ aiTo of one another — as Aristotle has shown passim, 
cf. e.g. 75** 10 - 13 . The usually assumed reference to the figures of 
syllogism seems irrevelant. 

' N.B. 8<d, not rV : i.e. if demonstration is to be possible, you 
require premisses containing the genus and its pioperties, as well as 
the KDiva a^iaftarn as regulative canons. 

’ The argument from «t« al npx"t 88'’ 3 to fi/S(xoptmi in •’8 ap- 
pears to be as follows ; ‘ (Actually, the conclusions are many ; but 
if the apxnt of all demonstration were the same, there would only be a 
few conclusions.) But it is not true that the apxai are much fewer 
than the conclusions, for the apxai are the premisses, and the premisses 
are formed either (i) by the apposition of fresh extreme terms, or (2) by 
the interpolation of fresh middles (and therefore in (i) you get a fresh 
ipxn for every fresh conclusion, the other premiss being a previous 
conclusion (cf. note on 78“ 14); while in (2) the premisses become 
each in turn a conclusion). Moreover the number of conclusions is 
indefinite (.'. once again that of the apxai cannot be small)— though 
of course (if you are proceeding by iriKnoais of a Siumiipa requiring 
mediation) the middle terms (required before you reach immediate 
premisses) are not indefinite in number. Finally there are variable 
as well as necessary apxni (and therefore once inoie the number cannot 
be small).’ 

The last sentence is a final argument that the ilpyrn’ are not few in 
number, and is admissible because the whole treatment is dialectical, 
cf. 88* 19. 
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Looking at it in this way we see that, since the number of 
conclusions is indefinite, the basic truths cannot be identical 
or* limited in number. If, on the other hand, identity is used 10 
in another sense, and it is said, e. g , ‘ these and no other are 
the fundamental truths of geometry, these the fundamentals 
of calculation, these again of medicine ’ ; would the statement 
mean anything except that the sciences have basic truths ? 
To call them identical because they are self- identical is 
absurd, since everything can be identified with everything 
in that sense of identity. Nor again can the contention 15 
that all conclusions have the same basic truths mean that 
from the mass of all possible premisses any conclusion may 
be drawn. That would be exceedingly naive, for it is not 
the case in the clearly evident mathematical sciences, nor is 
it possible in analysis, since it is the immediate premisses 
which are the basic truths, and afresh conclusion is only formed 
by the addition of a new immediate premiss * : but if it be ao 
admitted that it is these primary immediate premisses which 
are basic truths, each subject-genus will provide one basic 
truth.“ If, however, it is not argued that from the mass of all 
possible premisses any conclusion may be proved, nor yet 
admitted that basic truths differ so as to be gcnerically 
different for each science, it remains to consider the 
possibility that, while the basic truths of all knowledge are 
within one genus, special premisses are required to prove 
special conclusions. But that this cannot be the case has 35 
been shown by our proof that the basic truths of things 
generically different themselves differ gcnerically. For 
fundamental truths are of two kinds, those which are 
premisses of demonstration * and the subject-genus ; and 
though the former are common, the latter — number, for 
instance, and magnitude — are peculiar. 

' Reading rj irtirtpav^eVnr with D. 

* Such a suggestion would be stupid (i) because you can see at 
once — so clear are they — that the demonstrations which build up the 
mathematical sciences by synthesis from their basic elements do not all 
start from the same apxoi and (3) because in analysis of a con- 
clusion into its ultimate premisses (= from the complementary point 
of view vvavucis of a didorq/id) different dpx<u' are reached in different 
sciences. 

' sc. ‘at least one— its own definition'. * Cf. note on 73” 2. 
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30 Scientific knowledge and its object differ from opinion 
and the object of opinion in that scientific knowledge is 
commensurately universal and proceeds by necessary con- 
nexions, and that which is necessary cannot be otherwise. 
So though there are things w'hich are true and real and yet 
can be otherwise, scientific kncwlcdge clearly does not con- 
cern them : if it did, things which can be otherwise would 
35 be incapable of being otherwise. Nor are they any concern 
of rational intuition — by rational intuition I mean an 
originative source of scientific knowledge — nor of in- 
demonstrable knowledge,^ which is the grasping of the 
89 * immediate premiss. Since then rational intuition, science, 
and opinion, and what is revealed by these terms, arc the 
only things that can be ‘ true ’, it follows that' it is opinion 
that is concerned with that which may be true or false, and 
can be otherwise : opinion in fact is the grasp of a premiss 
which is immediate but not necessary. This view also fits 
5 the observed facts, for opinion is unstable, and so is the kind 
of being we have described as its object. Besides, when 
■ a man thinks a truth incapable of being otherwise he always 
thinks that he knows it, never that he opines it. He thinks 
that he opines when he thinks that a connexion, though 
actually so, may quite easily be otherwise ; for he believes 
that such is the proper object of opinion, while the necessary 
is the object of knowledge. 

In what sense, then, can the same thing be the object 
of both opinion and knowledge ? And if any one chooses 
to maintain that all that he knows he can also opine, why 
should not * opinion be knowledge ? For he that knows and 
he that opines will follow the same train of thought through 
the same middle terms until the immediate premisses are 
15 reached ; because it is possible to opine not only the fact 
but also the reasoned fact, and the reason is the middle 
term ; so that, since the former knows, he that opines also 
has knowledge. 

The truth perhaps is that if a man grasp truths that 

* vaCs (cf. notes on 85!! and 77*4) grasps the individual nature, 
TO ri tjv ilvai or the definition, as a unity ; tVtor^/iv <ivnjr 38 ei*ror gives 
this as a premiss. 

‘ Reading larm for caTiv with A, B, C, and Waits. 
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cannot be other than they are, in the way in which he 
grasps ^ the definitions through which demonstrations take 
place, he will have not opinion but knowledge : if on the 
other hand he apprehends these attributes as inhering in 
their subjects, but not in virtue of the subjects’ substance 
and essential nature, he possesses opinion and not genuine ao 
knowledge ; and his opinion, if obtained through immediate 
premisses, will be both of the fact and of the reasoned fact; 
if not so obtained, of the fact alone. The object of opinion 
and knowledge is not quite identical : it is only in a sense 
identical, just as the object of true and false opinion is in a 
sense identical. The sense in which some maintain that 35 
true and false opinion can have the same object leads them to 
embrace many strange doctrines, particularly the doctrine 
that \Vhat a man opines falsely he does not opine at all. 
There are really many senses of ‘ identical ’, and in one 
sense the object of true and false opinion can be the same, 
in another it cannot. Thus, to have a true opinion that the 
diagonal is commensurate with the side would be absurd : 30 
but because the diagonal with which they are both con- 
cerned is the same, the two opinions have objects so far 
the same: on the other hand, as regards their essential 
definable nature these objects differ. The identity of the 
objects of knowledge and opinion is sinular. Knowledge is 
the apprehension of, e. g., the attribute ‘ animal ’ as incapable 
of being otherwise, opinion the apprehension of * animal ’ as 
capable of being otherwise— e. g. the apprehension that 35 
animal is an element in the essential nature of man is know- 
ledge ; the apprehension of animal as predicable of man but 
not as an element in man’s essential nature is opinion : man 
is the subject in both judgments, but the mode of inherence 
differs. 

This also shows that one cannot opine and know the 
same thing simultaneously ; for then one would apprehend 
the same thing as both capable and incapable of being 
otherwise — an impossibility. Knowledge and opinion ofSg** 
the same thing can coexist in two different people in the 
sense we have explained, but not simultaneously in the 
‘ Reading MSS. 
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same person. That would involve a man’s simultaneously 
apprehending, e. g., (i) that man is essentially animal — i. e. 
cannot be other than animal — and (2) that man is not 
5 essentially animal, that is, we may assume,' may be other 
than animal. 

Further consideration of modes of thinking and their 
distribution under the heads of discursive thought, intuition, 
science, art, practical wisdom, and metaphysical thinking, 
belongs rather partly to natural science, partly to moral 
philosophy. 

10 Quick wit is a faculty of hitting upon the middle term » 
instantaneously. It would be exemplified by a man who 
saw that the moon has her bright side always turned 
towards the sun, and quickly grasped the cause of this, 
namely that she borrows her light from him ; or observed 
somebody in conversation with a man of wealth and divined 
that he was borrowing money, or that the friendship of these 
people sprang from a common enmity. In all these in- 
stances he has seen the major and minor terms and then 
, j grasped the causes, the middle terms. 

Let A represent ‘ bright side turned sunward ’, B * lighted 
from the sun ’, C the moon. Then B, ‘ lighted from the 
sun is predicable of C, the moon, and A, ' having her bright 
side towards the .source of her light ’, is predicable of B. 
JO So A is predicable of C through B. 

' Reading coru with B, C, and WaiU. 
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1 The kinds of question we ask are as many as the kinds 
of things which we know. They are in fact four: — (i) 
whether the connexion of an attribute with a thing is a fact, 

(a) what is the reason of the connexion, (3) whether a thing 
exists, (4) what is the nature of the thing. Thus, when our »s 
question concerns a complex of thing and attribute * and we 
ask whether the thing is thus or otherwise qualified— whether, 
e.g., the sun suffers eclipse or not— then we are asking as to 
the fact of a connexion. That our inquiry ceases with the 
discovery that the sun does suffer eclipse is an indication of 
this ; and if we know from the start that the sun suffers 
eclipse, we do not inquire whether it does so or not. On the 
other hand, when we know the fact we ask the reason ; as, 
for example, when we know that the sun is being eclipsed 
and that an earthquake is in progress, it is the reason of 30 
eclipse or earthquake into which we inquire. 

Where a complex is concerned, then, those are the two 
questions we ask ; but for some objects of inquiry we have 
a different kind of question to ask, such as whether there is 
or is not a centaur or a God. (By ' is or is not ’ I mean ‘ is 
or is not, without further qualification ’ ; as opposed to ' is 
or is not (e. g.) white ’.) On the other hand, when we have 
ascertained the thing's existence, we inquire as to its nature, 
asking, for instance, ‘what, then, is God?’ or ‘what is 
man?’. 35 

a These, then, are the four kinds of question we ask, and it 
is in the answer to these questions that our knowledge 
consists.^ 

^ So I^abarella and Pacius explain th api 8 noi> Bivrtt. Waitz .takes 
it as meaning ‘ enumerating the alternative possibilities '. 

’ In ch. I Aristotle has distinguished four forms of inquiry, and the 
enumeration is taken to be exhaustive. These were: (i) to on, 'Is 
S P}’ (2) TO SioTi, ‘Why is 5 " /’?’ (3) ei eon, ‘Does S exist?’ 

(4) rl'eoTi, ‘What is 5 ?’. (i) answered affirmatively provokes (a), 
and (3) answered affirmatively provokes (4). In ch. 2 we learn that 
all four questions are questions as to the cause ; that S PV means 
‘Has P-S a cause?’, and that ‘Docs S exist?’ means ‘Has S a 
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Now when we ask whethei a connexion is a fact, or 
whether a thing without qualification ts, we aie really asking 
whether the connexion or the thing has a ‘ middle ’ ; ^ and 
when we have ascertained eithei that the connexion is a fact 
or that the thing is — i.e. asceitained either the paitial or the 
go* unqualified being of the thing — and aie proceeding to ask 
the reason of the connexion or the nature of the thing, then 
we are asking what the ‘ middle ’ is 
(By distinguishing the fact of the connexion and the 

cause ’ ’ ; and again that ‘ Why is 5 ’ means ‘What is the cause of 

P-S ’ and ‘ What is ^ ' means ‘ What causes S > ' 

This IS obscurely worked out because Aristotle is hampered by his 
theory of predication On the one hand (A) all four questions ask 
the cause of the being of S, which is a substance, (i) and (2) ask 
lespectively ‘Is there a cause* and ‘What is the cause’ of S having 
being as the subject of an attribute ' — 1 e. they seek a cause of part of 5 ’s 
being, ^■’s being in so far as A is P, while {3) and (4) ask icspectively ‘ Is 
there a cause ’ and ‘ \V hat is the cause ’ of S having being as a substance 
— I, e. they inquire as to a cause of the complete unqualified (liirXuc) 
being of S On the other hand, (B) (i) and (2) in asking the cause of 
5 " being P, are really asking ‘ V\ hat is the cause of P ? for P's beii g 
consists in its inheience in S This seems to distinguish (i) and <2) 
as concerning the cause of attributes from (3) and (4) as concerning 
the cause of substances But you can also ask (3) and (4) of an 
attribute — 3 ' need not be a substance — e g vv$ in 90“ 5, given as an 
instance of a iirX&s Sv, is an attubute, a d in ” 15 ff (where n (truy 
?icX(i^tr ; IS shown to be equivalent to Sia rt ttmy etcXeivIrir , and to have 
the same /tta-oy) dia n (xXcurn 4 a-tXi/iii, is gi\en as the equivalent of 
dt(i rt !tmv ; 

In 1 . 31 to the end of the chapter it seems doubtful whether, as I have 
taken the passage, Aristotle is saying that to know what a thing is is 
to know what causes it, equally as legards S qua 5 and ^ qua P (i e 
equally as regards the complete and the partial being of a substance), 
or equally as regards the being of 6 and the being of P 

The source of this obscurity is Aristotle’s struggle— necessitated by 
his view of predication — to distinguish grammatical subject and pre- 
dicate as substance and attribute, which consequently tend to become 
two kinds of thing The same struggle is seen in the fluctuation of 
the meaning of virnKci^ri'nv, which means now the complete substance, 
(a) as a totality of the elements constituting its definition and of its 
essential properties, (6) as a totality of its defining attributes only, 
now (c) a mere substratum which alone remains when you remove all 
Its attributes from a substance 

* ‘ Middle ’ : jwVov in this chapter is extended to mean ‘ proximate 
cause’; it is wider than the middle term of a syllogism. It is, or 
rather is 1 effected by, the middle term of a syllogism m the case of the 
definition of an attribute, because the definition of an attribute is a 
Xoyot of It as inhering in the subject, and the middle term which 
proves, also causes, or reflects the cause of, this inherence , but the 
cause of a substance possessing unqualified being is not something 
other than itself, but its Xoyos, its definition by genus ^md difierentia, 
and this cannot be the middle term of a syllogism, because such 
definition is not demonstrable (cf. 11, ch. 4). 
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existence of the thing as respectively the partial and the 
unqualified being of the thing, I mean that if we ask ' does 
the moon suffer eclipse ? ’, or ‘ does the moon wax ? the 
question concerns a part of the thing’s being ; for what we 
are asking in such questions is whether a thing is this or that, 
i.e. has or has not this or that attribute : whereas, if we ask 
whether the moon or night exists, the question concerns the 
unqualified being of a thing.) 

We conclude that in all our inquiries we are asking either 5 
whether there is a ‘ middle ’ or what the ‘ middle ' is : for the 
‘ middle ’ here is precisely the cause, and it is the cause that 
we seek in all our inquiries. Thus, ‘ Does the moon suffer 
eclipse ? ' means ‘ Is there or is there not a cause producing 
eclipse of the moon ? ’, and when we have learnt that there 
is, our next question is, ‘ What, then, is this cause ? ’ ; for the 
cause through which a thing is — not zs this or that, i. e. has 
this or that attribute, but without qualification is — and the 10 
cause through which ^ it is — not is without qualification, but 
is this or that as having some essential attribute or some 
accident — are both alike the ‘middle’. By that which 
is without qualification I mean the subject, e. g. moon or 
earth or sun or triangle ; by that which a subject is (in the 
partial sense) I mean a property, e. g. eclipse, equality or 
inequality, interposition or non-interposition. For in all 
these examples it is clear that the nature of the thing and 
the reason of the fact are identical: the question ‘What is 15 
eclipse ? ’ and its answer ‘ The privation of the moon’s light 
by the interposition of the earth’ are identical with the 
question ‘ What is the reason of eclipse ? ’ or ‘ Why does the 
moon suffer eclipse ? ’ and the reply ‘ Because of the failure 
of light through the earth's shutting it out’. Again, for 
' What is a concord 7 A commensurate numerical ratio of 
a high and ^ a low note ’, we may substitute ‘ What reason 
makes a high and a low note concoi;d^i>f ^ Their relation 20 
according to a commensurate numerical ratio.’ ‘ Are the 
high and the low note concordant?’ is equivalent to ‘Is 

* Reading roS cu>ai for rd c&ai with Bonitz in 90*9. 

’ Reading koI for $ with D in 90* 19. 
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their ratio commensurate ? ’ ; and when we find that it is 
commensurate, we ask ‘ What, then, is their ratio ? 

Cases in which the ‘middle* is sensible show that the 
»S object of our inquiry is always the ‘ middle ’ : we inquire, 
because we have not perceived it, whether there is or is not 
a ‘ middle ’ causin^r e. g. an eclipse. On the other hand, if 
we were on the moon we should not be inquiring either as 
to the fact or the reason, but both fact and reason would be 
obvious simultaneously- For the act of perception would 
have enabled us to know the universal too ; since, the 
present fact of an eclipse being evident, perception would 
then at the same time give us the present fact of the earth's 
.30 screening the sun’s light, and from this would arise the 
universal. 

Thus, as we maintain, to know a thing’s nature is to know 
the reason why it is ; and this is equally true of things in so 
far as they are said without qualification to be as opposed 
to being possessed of some attribute, and in so far as they 
are said to be possessed of some attribute such as equal to 
two right angles, or greater or less. 

3 s It is clear, then, that all questions are a search for a 3 
‘ middle Let us now state how essential nature is revealed, 
and in what way it can be reduced to demonstration -, * what 
definition is, and what things are definable. And let us 
first discuss certain difficulties which these questions raise, 
90*’ beginning what we have to say with a point most intimately 
connected with our immediately preceding remarks, namely 
the doubt that might be felt as to whether or not it is 
possible to know the same thing in the same relation, both 
by definition and by demonstration. It might, I mean, be 
urged that definition is held to concern essential nature and 
is in every case universal and affirmative ; whereas, on the 
5 other hand, some conclusions are negative and some are not 
universal ; e. g. all in the second figure are negative, none in 
the third arc universal. And again, not even all affirmative 
conclusions in the first figure are definable, e. g. ‘ every tri- 
angle has its angles equal to two right angles ’. An argument 


* Cf. 94 »ii-i 4 . 
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proving this difference between demonstration and definition 
is that to have scientific knowledge of the demonstrable ' is 
identical with possessing a demonstration of it : hence if lo 
demonstration of such conclusions as these is possible, there 
clearly cannot also be definition of them. If there could, 
one might know such a conclusion also in virtue of its 
definition without possessing the demonstration of it ; for 
there is nothing to stop our having the one without the 
other. 

Induction too will sufficiently convince us of this difference; 
for never yet by defining anything — essential attribute or ,5 
accident — did we get knowledge of it. Again, if to define 
is to acquire knowledge of a substance, at any rate such 
attributes are not substances. 

It is evident, then, that not everything demonstrable can 
be defined. What then? Can everything definable be 
demonstrated, or not? There is one of our previous 
arguments i^hich covers this too. Of a single thing qua ao 
single there is a single scientific knowledge. Hence, since 
to know th^ demonstrable scientifically is to possess the 
demonstration of it, an impossible consequence will follow : — 
possession of its definition without its demonstration will 
give knowledge of the demonstrable. 

Moreover, the basic premisses of demonstrations are 
definitions, and it has already been shown ^ that these will be 
found indemonstrable ; either the basic premisses will be as 
demonstrable and will depend on prior premisses, and the 
regress will be endless; or the primary truths will be 
indemonstrable definitions. 

But if the definable and the demonstrable are not wholly 
the same, may they yet be partially the same ? Or is that 
impo.ssible, because there can be no demonstration of the 
definable ? There can be none, because definition is of the 30 
essential nature or being of something, and all demon* 
strations evidently posit and assume the essential nature — 
mathematical demonstrations, for example, the nature of 

’ Reading dn-udciKroii-with Waitz, who iS confirmed by airoitiKTov (A, 

B, and C) in * 21. A reads RirofitucrMcni', B, D, M, n, a dirodcucrucfit. 

* Cf. ya** 18-25 and 84* 30-'’ 2. 
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unity and the odd, and all the other sciences likewise. 
Moreover, every demonstration proves a predicate of a 
subject as attaching or as not attaching to it, but in defini- 
35 tion one thing is not predicated of another ; we do not, 
c. g., predicate animal of biped nor biped of animal, nor 
yet figure of plane — plane not being figure nor figure plane.* 
Again, to prove essential nature is not the same as to 
gi* prove the fact of a connexion. Now definition reveals 
essential nature, demonstration reveals that a given attribute 
attaches or does not attach to a given subject ; but different 
things require different demonstrations® — unless the one 
demonstration is related to the other as part to whole. 

I add this because if all triangles have been proved to possess 
angles equal to two right angles, then this attribute has 
been proved to attach to isosceles ; for isosceles is a part of 
5 which all triangles constitute the whole. But in the case 
before us the fact and the essential nature are not so related 
to one another, since the one is not a part of the other. 

So it emerges that not all the definable is demonstrable 
nor all the demonstrable definable ; and we may draw the 
general conclusion that there is no identical object of which 
it is possible to possess both a definition and a demonstration, 
lo It follows obviously that definition and demonstration are 
neither identical nor contained either within the other: if 
they were, their objects would be related cither as identical 
or as whole and part. 

So much, then, for the first stage of our problem. The 4 
next step is to raise the question whether syllogism — i. e. 
demonstration — of the definable nature is possible or, as our 
recent argument assumed,® impossible. 

* sc. within the definitory Xtiyor. In the definition of avBpanos, f^ov- 
fitVovv-XoyiKov, the three ‘moments* are severally and collectively 
predicable of avBpunns, but they are not, when considered as moments 
constituting the definition of avBpamos, predicable of each other. 

’ Aristotle argues that what definition reveals and what ordinary 
demonstration reveals are different. Therefore if definition is a kind 
of demonstration it is at any rate not the ordinary kind, and the 
‘definable ’ has not been shown to be the ' demonstrable ’ in the sense 
required. 

' Aristotle has been assuming that dfl-iiSfifu is only of to on. Cf. 
e.g. 9o’»3i-9i*a. 
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We might argue it impossible on the following grounds ; — 

(a) syllogism proves an attribute of a subject through the 
middle term ; on the other hand I its definable nature is both 15 
* peculiar ’ ^ to a subject and predicated of it as belonging to 
its essence. But in that case (i) the subject, its definition, and 
the middle term connecting them must be reciprocally predi- 
cable of one another; for if ./I is ‘ peculiar’ to C, obviously A is 
‘peculiar’ to B and B to C — in fact all three terms are 
‘peculiar’ to one another : and further (:) if A inheres in 
the essence of all B and B is predicated univ'ersally of all C 
as belonging to Cs essence, A also must be predicated of C 20 
as belonging to its essence. 

If one does not take this relation as thus duplicated — If, 
that is, A is predicated as being of the essence of B, but B 
is not of the essence of the subjects of which it is predi- 
cated — A will not necessarily be predicated of C as belong- 
ing to its essence. So both premisses luill predicate essence, 
and consequently B also will be predicated of C as its 
essence. Since, therefore, both premisses do predicate s.i 
essence — i. e. definable form— ^T’s definable form will appear 
in the middle term before the conclusion is drawn. 

We may generalize by supposing that it is possible to 
prove the cssehtial nature of man. Let C be man, A man’s 
essential nature— two-footed animal, or aught else it may 
be. Then, if we are to syllc^ize, A must be predicated 
of all B. But this premiss will be mediated by a fresh 
definition, which consequently will also be the essential 3° 
nature of man.® Therefore the argument assumes what it 
has to prove, since B too is the essential nature of man. It 
is, however, the case in which there are only the two 
premisses — i. e. in which the premisses arc primary and 
immediate — which we ought to investigate, because it best 
illustrates the point under discussion. 

Thus they who prove the essential nature of soul or man 33 

* Utoy, cf. note on 73* 7. 

' sc. ‘ and an indefinite regress occurs '. This argument is a corolli^ 
of the proof in 91*15-26 that if the proposition predicating A— its 
definition— of C can be a conclusion, there must be a middle term, B, 
and since A, B, and C are reciprocally predicable, B too, as well as A, 
will be a definition of C. 
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or anything else through reciprocating terms beg the 
question. It would be begging the question, for example, 
to contend that the soul is that which causes its own life, 
and that what causes its own life is a self-moving number ; 
for one would have to postulate that the soul is a sclf- 
Q*" moving number in the sense of being identical with it.* For 
if A is predicable as a mere consequent of B and B oi C, A 
will not on that account be the definable form oi C: A 
will merely be what * it was true to say of C. Even if A is 
predicated of all B inasmuch as B is identical with a species 
of A, still it will not follow: being an animal is predicated 
g of being a man — since it is true that in all instances to be 
human is to be animal, just as it is also true that every man 
is an animal — but not as identical with being man.^ 

We conclude, then, that unless one takes both the pre- 
misses as predicating essence, one cannot infer that A is 
the definable form and essence of C : but if one does so take 
them, in assuming B one will have assumed, before drawing 
the conclusion, what the definable form of C is ; * so that 
10 there has been no inference, for one has begged the 
question. 

Nor, as was said in my formal logic,^ is the method of 5 
division a process of inference at all, since at no point does 
the characterization of the subject follow necessarily from 
the premising of certain other facts * ; division demonstrates 
ig as little as does induction. For in a genuine demonstration 
the conclusion must not be put as a question nor depend on 
a concession, but must follow necessarily from its premisses, 
even if the respondent deny it. The definer asks ' Is man 
animal or inanimate ? ’ and then^ assumes — he has not 

* oirtp apiSiiiv fivni airhv kifoCfto alone would mean ‘ to be of 
the genus self-moving number’ ; as qualified by ur t6 pM iv it means 
‘fully identical with and completely definable as self-moving number’. 

* Reading dXij 0 <V. 

' Treating dXij^tV ypp 9i*> 5 • • • *>7 as a parenthesis. 

* Bywater’s on tan t 6 ri tlyai is easier. 

* Cf. An. Pr. i, ch. 31. «f rg ava\i<Tti Tjf irtpi ra ax^orn means 
literally ‘ in that part of the logical^ resolution of conclusions into 
their premisses which concerns the figures ’. 

“ A reminder of the definition of >rvWayurp 6 s, An. Pr. i, 24’* 18-20, 

’ i.e. when the respondent has replied ‘animal’. 
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inferred — that man is animal. Next, when presented with 
an exhaustive division of animal into terrestrial and aquatic, 
he assumes that man is terrestrial. Moreover, that man is 10 
the complete formula, terrestrial-animal, does not follow 
necessarily from the premisses : this too is an assumption, 
and equally an assumption whether the division comprises 
many differentiae or few. (Indeed as this method of division 
is used by those who proceed by it, even truths that can be 
inferred actually fail to appear as such.) * For why should 
not the whole of this formula be true of man, and yet not tg 
exhibit his essential nature or definable form 7 Again, 
what guarantee is there against an unessential addition, or 
against the omission of the final or of an intermediate 
determinant of the substantial being ? 

The champion of division might here urge that though 
these lapses do occur, yet we can solve that difficulty if all 
the attributes we assume are constituents of the definable 
form, and if, postulating the genus, we produce by division 
the requisite uninterrupted sequence of terms,* and omit 
nothing ; and that indeed we cannot fail to fulfil these 30 
conditions if what is to be divided falls whole into the 
division at each stage, and none of it is omitted ; and that 
this — ^the dividendum — must without further question be 
(ultimately) incapable of fresh specific division.* Never- 

^ Treating wvXXdytaror — iTv\Kayt<r 3 iji'ai in ^23 and 24 as a paren- 
thesis. 

' The terms of a series are c<^(| 9 r when nothing of the same kind as 
they intervenes between them, cf. PJiys. vi. 231'’ 23 and note on 4. 

The completed iiaipmis of a yhot must present a set of terms such 
that between any two terms which are next to one another, either 
horizontally or vertically, no term of the same genus intervenes. 
Thus, if a yivog A is divided into B and C, B and C must be : 
if B and C ate divided respectively into B^ B* and C C*, each of these 
pairs must be and also the pairs AB^ BB', BB‘, and AC, CCP, 

Cf*, must each be 

* Omitting yap and itt in 32 with A. - rovro in ^ 32 refers to the 
subject of ipirimti in '>31. The divider is supposed to aigue that if 
the process of division fuliils certain conditions — which, if at each stage 
it exhausts the dividendum, it cannot fail to do — then its final result 
must be an Sropov tlSot — the essentially definable. In the next 
sentence Aristotle does not dispute that dmlpttng may reach an jh-opov 
tiSos but denies that it does so by a process of inference. qSi) in 32 
seems to mean ' without more ado ’, * without having any further con- 
dition to fulfil': B tXSri, Waitz cUa, 
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theless, we reply, division dbes not involve inference; 
if it gives knowledge, it gives it in another way. Nor is 
there any absurdity in this : induction, perhaps, is not 
demonstration any more than is division, yet it does make 
35 evident some truth. Yet to state a definition reached by 
division is not to state a conclusion : as, when conclusions 
are drawn without their appropriate middles, the alleged 
necessity by which the inference follows from the premisses 
is open to a question as to the reason for it, so definitions 
reached by division invite the same question. Thus to the 
92* question ‘ What is the e.ssential nature of man ? ’ the divider 
replies ‘ Animal, mortal, footed, biped, wingless ’ ; and when 
at each step he is asked ‘ Why ? ', he will say, and, as he 
thinks, prove by division, that all animal is mortal or 
immortal : but such a formula taken in its entirety is not 
definition; so that even if division docs demonstrate its 
formula, definition at any rate does not turn out to be a 
5 conclusion of inference. 

Can we nevertheless actually demonstrate what a thing 6 
essentially and substantially is, but hypothetically, i. e. by 
premising (i) that its definable form is constituted by the 
‘ peculiar ' ^ attributes of its essential nature ; (z) that such 
and such are the only attributes of its essential nature, and 
that the complete synthesis of them is peculiar to the 
thing ; and thus — since in this synthesis consists the being 
of the thing — obtaining our conclusion ? Or is the truth 
10 that, since proof must be through the middle term, the 
definable form is once more assumed in this minor premiss 
too ? 

Further, just as in syllogizing we do not premise what 
syllogistic inference is (since the premisses from which we 
conclude must be related as whole and part),^ so the 
definable form must not fall within the syllogism but remain 
outside the premisses posited. It is only against a doubt 
>5 as to its having been a syllogistic inference at all that we 

' Cf. note on 73* 7. 

* A reminder of a necessary condition of syllogism. If the definition 
of syllogism is premised the conclusion would have to affirm some 
subject to be of the nature of syllogism. 
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have to defend our argument as conforming to the defini- 
tion of syllogism. It is only when some one doubts whether 
the conclusion proved is the definable form that we have 
to defend it as conforming to the definition of definable 
form which we assumed. Hence syllogistic inference must 
be possible even without the express statement of what 
syllogism is or what definable form is.' 

The following type of hypothetical proof also begs the 20 
question. If evil is definable as the divisible, and the defini- 
tion of a thing’s contrary — if it has one — is the contrary of 
the thing’s definition ; ^ then, if good is the contrary of evil 
and the indivisible of the divisible, we conclude that to be 
good is essentially to be indivisible. The question is begged 
because definable form is assumed as a premiss, and as a 
premiss which is to prove definable form. ‘ But not the 
same definable form ’, you may object.^ That I admit, for >5 
in demonstrations also we premise that ‘ this ’ is predicable 
of ‘ that ’ ; * but in this premiss the term we assert of the 
minor is neither the major itself nor a term identical in 
definition, or convertible, with the major. 

Again, both proof by division and the syllogism just 
described are open to the question why man should be 
animal-biped-terrestrial and not merely animal and terres- 
trial, since what they premise does not ensure that the 30 
predicates shall constitute a genuine unity and not merely 
belong to a single subject as do musical and grammatical 
when predicated of the same man. 

7 How then by definition shall we />rove substance or 
essential nature 7 We cannot show it as a fresh fact 35 
necessarily following from the assumption of premisses 
admitted to be facts — the method of demonstration; we 
may not proceed as by induction to establish a universal on 
the evidence of groups of particulars which offer no excep- 

* Reading tj t4 ri Jk tivm with A. _ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

* The full Greek would he «* tw koku to tJyai eon to haiptr^ elnai, ra 
d* tvavrUp t 6 tivai c'ort to cyavrio flyau . . It would however be easier 
to read n’ to (so B and Waitz) koku {sc. twat) e’ori to duuptrtp ttyai, to 
5’ eyanri^ (sc. stvai) ri iyca/TUf c&ot. 

' Placing a colon after fievrot. _ 

* Tilde Kara Tovde^minor premiss. 
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tion, because induction proves not what the essential nature 
QZ** of a thing is but that it has or has not some attribute. 
Therefore, since presumably one cannot prove essential 
nature by an appeal to sense perception ' or by pointing 
with the finger, what other method remains ? 

To put it another way : how shall we by definition prove 
essential nature ? He who knows what human — or any other 
3 — nature is, must know also that man exists ; for no one 
knows the nature of what does not exist — one can know 
the meaning of the phrase or name 'goat-stag' but not 
what the essential nature of a goat-stag is. But further, if 
definition can prove what is the essential nature of a thing, 
can it also prove that it exists? And how will it prove 
them both by the same process,* since definition exhibits one 
10 single thing and demonstration another single thing, and 
what human nature is and the fact that man exists are not 
the same thing ? Then too we hold that it is by demon- 
stration that the being of everything must be proved — 
unless indeed to be were its essence ; and, since being is not 
a genus,® it is not the essence of anything. Hence the being 
of anything as fact is matter for demonstration ; and this 
rs is the actual procedure of the sciences, for the geometer 
assumes the meaning of the word triangle, but that it is 
possessed of some attribute* he proves. What is it, then, 
that we shall prove in defining essential nature ? Triangle ? 
In that case a man will know by definition what a thing’s 
nature is without knowing whether it exists. But that is 
impossible. 

Moreover it is clear, if we consider the methods of de- 
fining actually in use, that definition does not prove that 
ao the thing defined exists : since even if there does actually 

* Cf. for this use of oZo-fli/o-is e. g. Met. loss'* 1 1 , 1064* 8, Rhet. 1386* 
3a (best MSS.). 

' Placing a comma after ri cort and a note of interrogation alter Cn 
tori, and reading xai true ru avr^ Xoyu with A and B. So Waits. 

’ Cf. Met. 22 flf. and 1045** 6. 

* Triangle is for the geometer most naturally a subject and not an 
attribute : and in that case on 6 ’ tan should mean not ‘ that it exists ’, 
but ‘ that it has some attribute e. g. equality to two right angles. It 
is tempting to read c’lrn ti. 

Cf., however, note on 71* 15, and it is possibie that Aristotle is 
speaking loosely in this dialectic^ passage. 
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exist something^ which is equidistant from a centre,* yet 
why should the thing named in the dehnition exist ? * Why, 
in other words, should this be the formula defining circle ? 

One might equally well call it the definition of mountain 
copper. For definitions do not carry a further guarantee 
that the thing defined can exist or that it is what they 
claim to define : one can always ask why. as 

Since, therefore, to define is to prove either a thing’s 
essential nature or the meaning of its name, we may con- 
clude that definition, if it in no sense proves essential nature, 
is a set of words signifying precisely what a name signifies. 

But that were a strange consequence ; for (i) both what is 
not substance and what does not exist at all would be 
definable, since even non-existents can be signified by 
a name : (a) all sets of words or sentences would be defini- 3° 
tions, since any kind of sentence could be given a name ; so 
that we should all be talking in definitions, and even the 
Iliad would be a definition: ( 3 ) no demonstration^ can 
prove that any particular name means any particular thing:® 
neither, therefore, do definitions, in addition to revealing the 
meaning of a name, also reveal that the name has this 
meaning. It appears then from these considerations that 33 
neither definition and syllogism nor their objects are iden- 
tical, and further that definition neither demonstrates nor 
proves anything, and that knowledge of essential nature is 
not to be obtained either by definition or by demonstra- 
tion. 

8 We must now start afresh and consider which of these 93 “ 
conclusions are sound and which are not, and what is the 
nature of definition, and whether essential nature is in any 
sense demonstrable and definable or in none. 

Now to know its essential nature is, as we said,' the same 
as to know the cause of a thing’s existence, and the proof 

* Reading « icrov for to uro¥, with A and D. 

* An abbreviated definition of circle, cf. Euclid, Eian. i, Defs. xv 
and xvi. 

’ Accenting tori. 

* Omitting tniaTfifiti with A, B, D, and supposing an 6 tti(it to be 
understood. 

* sc, ‘as on this assumption it would have to do’. 

' ii, cb. 2. In 93*4 read rov ti fori with A, C, and B corr. 
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5 of this depends on the fact that a thing must have a cause. 
Moreover, this cause is either identical with the essential 
nature of the thing or distinct from it ; ‘ and if its cause is 
distinct from it, the essential nature of the thing is either 
demonstrable or indemonstrable. Consequently, if the 
cause is distinct from the thing’s essential nature and 
demonstration is possible, the cause must be the middle 
term, and, the conclusion proved being universal and affirm- 
ative, the proof is in the first figure. So the method just 
examined of proving it through another essential nature 
to would be one way of proving essential nature, because 
a conclusion containing essential nature must be inferred 
through a middle which is an essential nature just as 
a ‘peculiar’.* property must be inferred through a middle 
which is a ‘peculiar’ property; so that of the two definable 
natures of a single thing this method will prove one and 
not the other.® 

Now it was said before* that this method could not 
amount to demonstration of essential nature — it is actually 
ts a dialectical proof of it — so let us begin again and explain 
by what method it can be demonstrated. When we are 
aware of a fact we seek its reason, and though sometimes 
the fact and tlie reason dawn on us simultaneously, yet we 
cannot apprehend the reason a moment sooner than the 
fact ; and clearly in just the same way we cannot apprehend 
a thing's deGnable form without apprehending that it exists, 
lo since while we are ignorant whether it exists we cannot 
know its essential nature. Moreover we are aw-are whether 
a thing exists or not sometimes through apprehending an 
element in its character, and sometimes accidentally,® as, 

* ‘distinct from it’; i.e. in the case of properties, with the definition 
of which Aristotle is alone concerned in this chapter. The being of a 
property consists in its inherence in a substance through a middle 
which defines it. Cf. the following chapter. 

’ Cf. note on 73* 7. 

’ ■ 12 Tuv rf rpt civni : Aristotle speaks of two moments of the 
definable form as two essential natures. His argument amounts to 
this : that if the conclusion contains the whole definition, the question 
has been begged in the premisses (cf. ii, ch. 4). Hence syllogism— and 
even so merely dialectical syllogism — is only possible if premisses and 
conclusion each contain a part of the definition. ‘ ii, ch. 2. 

* The distinction is that between genuine knowledge of a connexion 
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for example, when we are aware of thunder as a noise in 
the clouds, of eclipse as a privation of light, or of man as 
some species of animal, or of the soul as a self-moving 
thing. As often as we have accidental knowledge that 
the thing exists, we must be in a wholly negative state 23 
as regards awareness of its essential nature; for we have 
not got genuine knowledge even of its existence, and to 
search for a thing’s essential nature when we are unaware 
that it exists is to search for nothing. On the other hand, 
whenever we apprehend an element in the thing's character 
there is less difficulty. Thus it follows that the degree 
of our knowledge of a thing’s essential nature is determined 
by the sense in which we are aware that it exists. Let us 
then take the following as our first instance of being aware 
of an element in the essential nature. Let A be eclipse, C 30 
the moon, B the earth’s acting as a screen. Now to ask 
whether the moon is eclipsed or not is to ask whether 
or not B has occurred. But that is precisely the same as 
asking whether A has a defining condition ; * and if this 
condition actually exists, we assert that A also actually 
exists. Or again we may ask which side of a contradiction 
the defining condition necessitates : does it make the angles 
of a triangle equal or not equal to two right angles? When 
we have found the answer, if the premisses are immediate,* 
we know fact and reason -together; if they are not im- 35 
mediate, we know the fact without the reason, as in the 
following example : let C be the moon, A eclipse, B the 
fact that the moon fails to produce shadows ® though she is 
full and though no visible body intervenes between us and 

through its cause and accidental knowledge of it through a middle not 
the cause, 

Xdyot varies in meaning from mere ‘statement’ to ‘the formula 
giving rd n Ifii ttmt of a substance but always the underlying unity 
of its meanings is the rationality, the intelligible connexion, which dis- 
course-verbal or held by the soul with herself— exhibits in varying 
degrees. Here it is equivalent to ' proximate cause ’. The fact that 
Xdyor also means ‘definition’ assists Aristotle to identify cause and 
definition. ‘ Defining condition ’ perhaps to some degree covers the 
two senses. 

* Reading Si’ dpeVuv with Waitz. 

* i. e. that there is no moonlight casting shadows on the earth on 
a clear night at full moon. 
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her. Then if B, failure to produce shadows in spite of the 
93** absence of an intervening body, is attributable to C, and A, 
eclipse, is attributable to B, it is clear that the moon is 
eclipsed, but the reason why is not yet clear, and we know 
that eclipse exists, but we do not know what its essential 
nature is. But when it is clear that A is attributable to 
C and we proceed to ask the reason of this fact, we are 
5 inquiring what is the nature o( B: is it the earth’s acting 
as a screen, or the moon’s rotation or her extinction ? But 
B is the definition of the other term, viz., in these examples, 
of the major term A ; for eclipse is constituted by the earth 
acting as a screen. Thus, (i) ‘What is thunder?’ ‘The 
quenching of fire in cloud and (a) ‘Why does it thunder?’ 

‘ Because fire is quenched in the cloud ’, are equivalent. 

10 Let C be cloud, A thunder, B the quenching of fire. Then 
B is attributable to C, cloud, since fire is quenched in it ; 
and A, noi.se, is attributable to B ; and B is assuredly the 
definition of the major term A. If there be a further 
mediating cause of B, it will be one of the remaining 
partial definitions of A. 

15 We have stated then how essential nature is discovered 
and becomes known, and we see that, while there is no 
syllogism — i. e. no demonstrative syllogism — of essential 
nature, yet it is through syllogism, viz. demonstrative syl- 
logism, that essential nature is exhibited. So we conclude 
that neither can the essential nature of anything which has 
a cause distinct from itself be known without demonstra- 
tion, nor can it be demonstrated ; and this is what we 
ao contended in our preliminary discussions.^ 

Now while some things have a cause distinct from them- 9 
selves, others have not. Hence it is evident that there are 
essential natures which are immediate, that is are basic 
premisses ; and of these not only iAai they are but also 
wAat they are must be assumed or revealed in some other 
way. This too is the actual procedure of the arithmetician, 
who assumes both the nature and the existence of unit. On 
the other hand, it is possible (in the manner explained) to 


* ii, ch. 3. 
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exhibit through demonstration the essential nature of things 
which have a ‘middle’,* i.e. a cause of their substantial 
being other than that being itself ; but we do not thereby 
demonstrate it. 

lo Since definition is said to be the statement of a thing’s 
nature, obviously one kind of definition will be a statement 
of the meaning of the name, or of an equivalent nominal 30 
formula. A definition in this sense tells you, e. g., the 
meaning of the phrase ‘triangular character’.* When we 
are aware that triangle exists, we inquire the reason why it 
exists. But it is difficult thus to learn the definition of 
things the existence of which we do not genuinely know — 
the cause of this difficulty being, as we said before,® that 
we only know accidentally whether or not the thing exists. 35 
Moreover, a statement may be a unity in either of two ways, 
by conjunction, like the Iliad, or because it exhibits a single 
predicate as inhering not accidentally in a single subject.* 

That then is one way of defining definition. Another kind 
of definition is a formula exhibiting tlie cause of a thing’s 
existence. Thus the former signifies without proving, but 94* 
the latter will clearly be a ^«««-demonstration of essential 
nature, differing from demonstration in the arrangement 
of its terms. For there is a difference between stating why 
it thunders, and stating what is the essential nature of 
thunder; since the first statement will be 'Because fire 
is quenched in the clouds ’, while the statement of what the 
nature of thunder is will be ‘The noise of fire being 
quenched in the clouds ’. Thus the same statement takes 5 
a different form ; in one form it is continuous ® demonstra- 
tion, in the other definition. Again, thunder can be defined 

’ Cf., however, ii, ch. 2, and note on 89*’ 38. Aristotle here uses /ie<roy 
in the more restricted sense. 

* i. e. as treated by geometry ; that is, as abstracted a materia and 
treated as a subject. Cf. 8i*’25. 

* Cf. 93» 16-27. 

‘ Presumably a reason for there being a kind of definition other than 
nominal. The reference is obviously to 92'’ 32. 

' Demonstration, like a line, is continuous because its premisses are 
parts which are conterminous (as linked by middle tenns), and there 
is a movement from premisses to conclusion. Definition resembles 
rather the indivisible simplicity of a point. 
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as noise in the clouds, which is the conclusion of the 
demonstration embodying essential nature. On the other 
hand the definition of immediates is an indemonstrable 
10 positing of essential nature. 

We conclude then that definition is (a) an indemonstrable 
statement of essential nature, or ( 3 ) a syllogism of essential 
nature differing from demonstration in grammatical form, 
or (c) the conclusion of a demonstration giving essential 
nature. 

Our discussion has therefore made plain (i) in what 
sense and of what things the essential nature is demon- 
15 strable, and in what sense and of what things it is not ; 

(2) what are the various meanings of the term definition, and 
in what sense and of what things it proves the essential 
nature, and in what sense and of what things it does not ; 

(3) what is the relation of definition to demonstration, and 
how far the same thing is both definable and demonstrable 
and how far it is not. 

M We think we have scientific knowledge when we know u 
the cause, and there are four causes : (i) the definable form, 
(2) an antecedent which necessitates a consequent,^ (3) the 

* By this Aristotle appears to mean the material cause ; cf. Physics 
ii, 195* 18, 19, where the premisses of a syllogism are said to be the 
material cause of the conclusion. In this chapter Aristotle gives no 
separate example of formal cause as the middle term of demonstration, 
and seems rather, in virtue of a d fferent classiHcation of cause, to 
regard the middle of demonstration as always a formal cause because it 
defines the major term, and as generically embracing material, efficient, 
and final causes. But as the transition is neither explicit nor complete, 
this is confusing. In the Metaphysics Aristotle teaches that formal, 
final, and efficient causes coalesce (cf. e.g. Met. 1044’’!, io7o'»26), 
while the material cause remains distinct. The treatment of causation 
here is presumably earlier than the teaching of the Metaphysics, though 
in the last part of the chapter Aristotle is moving towards the position 
he there adopts. Possibly he felt that if the middle of airodn|ir must 
reflect the full {iroximate cause of a connexion, then the four causes 
could not remain wholly distinct from one another, and hence his 
attempt here to unite them under the formal cause. He may sub- 
sequently have been induced to omit the material cause from this 
unification from a consideration of the unknowable and merely potential 
nature of vXi;. Even here the example he gives of a material cause is 
not what one expects, i. e. not one such as, e.g., bricks taken as the 
material cause of a house. Aristotle’s difficulty is due to the fact that 
he is trying to equate scientific conceptions of causation, which he 
should have recognized as aiKcmt dpgai, or at least as axioms not trans- 
ferable without modification from spheres which they were formulated 
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efficient cause/ (4) the final cause. Hence each of these 
can be the middle term of a proof, for* (a) though the 
inference from antecedent to necessary consequent does not 
hold if only one premiss is assumed — two is the minimum aj 
— ^still when there are two it holds on condition that they 
have a single common middle term. So it is from the 
assumption of this single middle term that the conclusion 
follows necessarily. The following example will also show 
this.® Why is the angle in a semicircle a right angle ? — or 
from what assumption does it follow that it is a right angle ? 
Thus, let A be right angle, B the half of two right angles, 

C the angle in a semicircle. Then B is the cause in virtue 30 
of which A, right angle, is attributable to C, the angle in a 
semicircle, since B=A and the other, vizi C, =B, for C is 
half of two right angles. Therefore it is the assumption of 
B, the half of two right angles, from which it- follows that A 
is attributable to C, i. e. that the angle in a semicircle is a 
right angle. Moreover, B is identical with ( 6 ) the defining 
form of A, since it is what A’s definition * signifies. More- 35 
over, the formal cause has already been shown to be the 
middle.® (c) ‘ Why did the Athenians become involved in 
the Persian war?’ means ‘What cause originated the 
waging of war against the Athenians?’ and the answer 
is, ‘ Because they raided Sardis with the Eretrians ’, since 94* 
this originated the war. Let A be war, B unprovoked 
raiding, C the Athenians. Then B, unprovoked raiding, is 
true of C, the Athenians, and A is true of B, since men 
make war on the unjust aggressor. So A, having war 5 
waged upon them, is true of B, the initial aggressors, and 

to explain, with the logical category of ground and consequent, which 
for him takes the narrowly specialized form of inherence of attribute in 
subject. Two thousand years later Leibniz was still making the same 
attempt. 

* 4 ri Tcpirov should be thus accented. 

* se. ‘lest you should suppose that (2} could not be a middle’. 
sc. ‘ that (2) can appear as a middle’. 

* Cf. Euclid, E/em. i, Def. x, but Aristotle may be referring to some 
earlier definition. The proof here given that the angle in a semicircle 
is a right angle is not that of Euclid iii. 31 ; cf. Heath, Creek 
Mathematics, i. pp. 339, 340. 

' The reference is to 93“ 3 ff., and other passages such as 94* 5 ff., 
where the middle is shown to define the major. 
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B is true of C, the Athenians, who were the aggressors. 
Hence here too the cause — in this case the efficient cause — 
is the middle term, {d) This is no less true where the cause 
is the final cause. E. g. why does one take a walk after 
supper ? For the sake of one’s health. Why does a house 
lo exist ? For the preservation of one’s goods. The end in 
view is in the one case health, in the other preservation. To 
ask the reason why one must walk after supper is precisely 
to ask to what end one must do it. Let C be walking after 
supper, B the non-regurgitation of food, A health. Then 
let walking after supper possess the property of preventing 
*S food from rising to the orifice of the stomach, and let this 
condition be healthy ; since it seems that B, the non-regurgi- 
tation of food, is attributable to C, taking a walk, and that 
A, health, is attributable to B. What, then, is the cause 
through which A, the final cause, inheres in C? It is R, 
the non-regurgitation of food ; but i? is a kind of definition 
ao of A, for A will be explained by it. Why is B the cause 
of A’s belonging to Cf Because to be in a condition such 
as B is to be in health. The definitions must be transposed, 
and then the detail will become clearer.^ Incidentally, here 
the order of coming to be is the reverse of what it is in 
proof through the efficient cause : in the efficient order the 
middle term must come to be first, whereas in the teleo- 
35 logical order the minor, C, must first take place, and the 
end in view comes last in time.^ 

* The argument from 94'’ 8 is roughly as follows : — 

Health A, digestion B, walking C. 

The final cause A inheres in C through the efficient cause B. (A-B, 
B-C, .-. A-C.) 

(But the final cause naturally appears as the efiect of the efficient 
cause ; which means that) B, the efficient cause, is a kind of definition 
of A, the final cause. 

(Since A is B's final cause, just as much as B is A’s efficient cause. 
A is also a kind of definition of B. Hence) we can transpose A and B, 
and prove the inherence of B in'C through A, (B-A, A-C, .'. B-C.) 

This seems to foreshadow the doctrine of the ultimate identity of 
final, efficient, and formal cause, cf. note on Q.t'* 22. 

* The actual yeveait or order of events is walking — digestion — 
health. The terms of the syllogism through the efficient cause reflect 

C B A 

thesestagesasfollows: minor — middle— major. In the syllogism through 

C B A 

final cause they apptear as minor — ^major — middle. Aristotle should. 
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The same thing may exist for an end and be necessi- 
tated as well. For example, light shines through a lantern 
(i) because that which consists of relatively small particles 
necessarily passes through pores larger than those particles 
— assuming that light does issue by penetration — and (a) for 30 
an end, namely to save us from stumbling. If, then, a 
thing can exist through two causes, can it come to be 
through two causes — as for instance if thunder be a hiss and 
a roar necessarily pioduced by the quenching of fire, and 
also designed, as the Pythagoreans say, for a threat to 
terrify those that lie in Tartarus?^ Indeed, there are very 
many such cases, mostly among the processes and products 35 
of the natural world ; ® for nature, in different senses of the 
term ‘ nature ’, produces now for an end, now by neces- 
sity. 

Necessity too is of two kinds. It may work in accordance 
with a thing’s natural tendency, or by constraint and in 95 * 
opposition to it; as, for instance, by necessity a stone is 
borne both upwards and downv/ards, but not by the same 
necessity. 

Of the products of man’s intelligence some are never due 
to chance or necessity but always to an end, as for example 
a house or a statue ; others, such as health or safety, may 5 
result from chance as well. 

It is mostly in cases where the issue is indeterminate 
(though only where the production does not originate in 

however, have said of the middle in the efficient order not 8ti yfVfvBui 
rrparov, but that it must come to be before the major. 

But possibly tm in ^24=‘in the teleological order’, tirravOa, ^25, 

‘ in the efficient order ’, and Aristotle is comparing the order of steps in 
a SouKtviru (an dvoAvo-ti of an end into its means, cf. e.g. E.N. 1112'’ 

1 1-24) with the actual order of events reflected by the syllogism through 
the emdent cause. In this case he naturally says tbat in the teleo- 
logical order the middle — health, the end in view — is conceived first 
(cf. E.JV. loc. cit.). The objection to this second view is that Aristotle 
is unlikely to speak of draXvaic as a ymo-tr : in the passage quoted from 
E,N. he contrasts d>>uXu(r<r and yivfva. 

* Placing a comma after ivSixtrat in 32 and a note of interrogation 
after ^o/Smvrdt in ^ 34. - 

* avvuTTa/xtvoK: probably the natural processes by which e.g. o/ioio/tcjp4 
are formed from vroixcla. This is an instance of dual causation in 
yiyvf o-6ai, cf. 94*’ 3 1 . cvvcirruiru' : probably natural products gua main- 
taining themselves in being (e.g. plants and animals)— an instance of 
dual causation in cf. ibid. 
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chance, and the end is consequently good),* that a result is 
due to an end, and this is tjue alike in nature or in art. By 
chance, on the other hand, nothing comes to be for an end. 

lo The effect may be still coming to be, or its occurrence i 
may be past or future, yet the cause will be the same as 
when it is actually existent — for it is the middle which is 
the cause ® — except that if the effect actually exists the cause 
is actually existent, if it is coming to be so is the cause, if 
its occurrence is past the cause is past, if future the cause is 
future. For example, the moon was eclipsed because the 
earth intervened, is becoming eclipsed because the earth is 
15 in process of intervening, will be eclipsed because the earth 
will intervene, is eclipsed because the earth intervenes. 

To take a second example : assuming that the definition 
of ice is solidified water, let C be water, A solidified, B the 
middle, which is the cause, namely total failure of heat. 
Then B is attributed to C, and A, solidification, to B -. ice 
*o forms when B is occurring, has formed when B has occurred, 
and will form when B shall occur. 

This sort of cause, then, and its effect come to be simul- 
taneously when they are in process of becoming, and exist 
simultaneously when they actually exist ; and the same holds 
good when they arc past and when they are future. But 
what of cases where they are not simultaneous? Can causes 
and effects different from one another form, as they seem 
35 to us to form, a continuous succession, a past effect resulting 
from a past cause different from itself, a future effect from a 
future cause different from it, and an effect which is coming- 
to-be from a cause different from and prior to it ? Now on 
this theory it is from the posterior event that we reason (and 
this though these later events actually have their source of 
origin in previous events — a fact which shows that also 
when the effect is coming-to-be we still reason from the 
posterior event), and from the prior event we cannot reason 

’ Bracketing 95* 7 orav . . . • 8 ayaffoy and reading a comma after g 
in *7. ‘The end is consequently good* — i.e. a genuine end. 

“ Bracketing to yap pia-ov ainoi/ and following it with a colon. 
Aristotle means that he is here onlj^ dealing with causes which can 
be middle terms of demonstration, i.e. which reciprocate with their 
effects. 
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(we cannot argue that because an event A has occurred, 30 
therefore an event li has occurred subsequently to A but 
still in the past — and the same holds good if the occurrence 
is future) ’ — cannot reason because, be the time interval 
definite or indefinite, it will never be possible to infer that 
because it is true to say that A occurred, therefore it is true 
to say that B, the subsequent event, occurred ; for in the 
Interval between the events, though A has already occurred, 
the latter statement will be false. And the same argument 3S 
applies also to future events i.e. one cannot infer from an 
event which occurred in the past that a future event will 
occur. The reason of this is that the middle must be 
homogeneous, past when the extremes are past, future when 
they are future, coming to be when they are coming-to-be, 
actually existent when they are actually existent ; and there 
cannot be a middle term homogeneous with extremes 
respectively past and future. And it is a further difficulty 
in this theory that the time interval can be neither indefinite 40 
nor definite, since during it the inference will be false.® We 95** 
have also to inquire what it is that holds events together so 
that the coming-to-be now occurring in actual things follows 
upon a past event. It is evident, we may suggest, that a 
past event and a present process cannot be ‘ contiguous 

' Treating as parentheses ’‘28 apx^ . . . *29 unrairos and *30 
ntoi' . ..*31 iKravTas, 

’ Placing a comma after itrnfiivov in • 36. 

’i.e. a further difficulty created by taking cause and effect as 
‘punctual’ events is that, since time is continuous and not composed 
of atomic ‘ nows ’, there must be a time interval between any two such 
‘ punctual ’ events. But during this interval the inference mast be 
false, because the causal nexus cannot leap the gap nor, ex kyfothesi, 
persist through it. In fact such an account of cause and effect does 
not correspond to the real connexions in things. Cf. e. g. Physics vi. 

’ Terms are f<lu$rjr, ‘successive’, if they are next one another and 
nothing of the same kind intervenes. Terms are exh/uya, ‘ contiguous ', 
if they are and also in contact ; e. g. boats at the start of 

a bumping race are ; houses in a row of houses any and ever)' 

pair of which share a party-wall are c;(OfiH'a. Jf the members of any 
series are conterminous— i.e. if any point at which you divide the 
series is a term of the series — they are vwexn or ‘ continuous ’. Cf. 

Afet. 1068'’ 30 ff. 

Aristotle asks whether it is possible, while regarding time as con- 
tinuous, yet to suppose that within any duration, past or future, two 
disjunct or ‘ punctual ’ events can be connected as cause and effect ; and 
further whether an event now occurring, not itself ' punctual ’ but a 
specious present, can have as its cause a ‘ punctual ’ past event. 
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for not even two past events can be ‘ contiguous For past 
5 events are limits and atomic; so just as points are not 
‘contiguous’ neither are past events, since both are indi- 
visible. For the same reason a past event and a present 
process cannot be ‘ contiguous’, for the process is divisible, 
the event indivisible. Thus the relation of present process 
to past event is analogous to that of line to point, since a 
10 process contains an infinity of past events. These questions, 
however, must receive a more explicit treatment in our 
general theory of change.’ 

The following must suflfice as an account of the manner 
in which the middle would be identical with the cause on 
the supposition that coming-to-be is a series of consecutive 
events: for* in the terms of such a series too the middle 
■ sand major terms must form an immediate premiss; e. g. 
we argue that, since C has occurred, therefore A occurred : 
and C’s occurrence was posterior, A’s prior; but C is the 
source of the inference because it is nearer to the present 
moment, and the starting-point of time is the present. \Vc 
next argue that, since D has occurred, therefore C occurred. 
Then we conclude that, since D has occurred, therefore A 
30 must have occurred ; and the cause is C, for since D has 
occurred C must have occurred, and since C has occurred A 
must previously have occurred. 

If we get our middle term in this way, will the series 
terminate in an immediate premiss, or since, as we said, no 
two events are ‘ contiguous ’, will a fresh middle term always 
intervene because there is an infinity of middles? No: 
though no two events are ‘ contiguous ’, yet we must start 
from a premiss consisting of a middle and the present event 
25 as major.® The like is true of future events too, since if it 

* Cf. Physics vi. 

* i.e. Aristotle has had in this chapter to explain (i) how syllogisms 
concerning a process of events can be brought into line with other 
demonstrations equally derivable from immediate primary premiss^, 
and (2) in what sense the middle term contains the cause. He has in 
fact had (i) to show that in these syllogisms inference must find its 
primary premiss in the effect, and (2) to imply that the ‘ cause ’ which 
appears as middle when cause and effect are not simultaneous is a 
causa cognoscendi and not esseudi, 

* Waitz reads d;r' auiaov in ’’ 25 for niri pccrav (D ToS pciroi') 1 ' from 
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is ti'ue to say that D will exist, it must be a prior truth to 
say that A will exist, and the cause of this conclusion is C ; 
for if D will exist, C will exist prior to D, and if C will 
exist, A will exist prior to it. And here too the same 
infinite divisibility might be urged, since future events are ;o 
not ' contiguous ’. But here too an immediate basic premiss 
must be assumed. And in the world of fact this is so: if a 
house has been built, then blocks must have been quarried 
and shaped. The reason is that a house having been built 
necessitates a foundation having been laid, and if a founda- 
tion has been laid blocks must have been shaped beforehand. 35 
Again, if a house will be built, blocks will similarly be 
shaped beforehand ; and proof is through the middle in the 
same way, for the foundation will exist before the house. 

Now we observe in Nature a ceitain kind of circular 
process of coming-to-be; and this is possible only if the 
middle and extreme terms ^ are reciprocal, since conversion 40 
is conditioned by reciprocity in the terms of the proof. 
This — the convertibility of conclusions and premisses — ^has 96* 
been proved in our early chapters,® and the circular process 
is an instance of this. In actual fact it is exemplified thus: 
when the earth had been moistened an exhalation was 
bound to rise, and when an exhalation had risen cloud was 
bound to form, and from the formation of cloud rain neces- 
saiily resulted, and by the fall of rain the earth was 
necessaiily moistened: but this was the starting-point, so 5 
that a circle is completed ; for posit any one of the terms 
and another follows from it, and from that another, and 
from that again the first. 

Some occurrences are universal (for they are, or come-to- 
be what they are, always and in every case) ; others again 
are not always what they are but only as a general rule : to 
for instance, not eveiy man can grow a beard, but it is the 
general rule. In the case of such connexions the middle 
term too must be a general rule. For if A is predicated 

an immediate premiss, i. e. the primary “ now ” ’ ; but trparoii is used in 

I S as ‘ major term ’. 

* We should perhaps read Spat with A and Waits; but* the sense 
is the same. 

• i, ch. 3 and Att. Pr, ii, cc. 3-5, 8-10. 
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universally of B and B Qi C, A too must be predicated 
always and in every instance of C, since to hold in every 
15 instance and always is of the nature of the universal. But 
we have assumed a connexion which is a general rule; 
consequently the middle term B must also be a general rule. 
So connexions which embody a general rule — i. e. which 
exist or come to be as a general rule — will also derive from 
immediate basic premisses. 

ao We have already explained how essential nature is set i.? 
out in the terms of a demonstration, and the sense in which 
it is or is not demonstrable or definable; so let us now 
discuss the method to be adopted in tracing the elements 
predicated as constituting the definable form. 

Now of the attributes which inhere always in each several 
thing there are some which are wider in extent than it but 
as not wider than its genus (by attributes of wider extent 
I mean all such as are universal attributes of each several 
subject, but in their application are not confined to that 
subject).* I. e. while an attribute may inhere in every triad, 
yet also in a subject not a triad — as being inheres in triad 
but also in subjects not numbers at all — odd on the other 
hand is an attribute inhering in every triad and of wider 
30 application (inhering as it does also in pentad),* but which 
does not extend beyond the genus of triad ; for pentad is a 
number, but nothing outside number is odd. It is such 
attributes which we have to select, up to the exact point at 
which they are severally of wider extent than the subject 
but collectively coextensive with it; for this synthesis 
must be the substance of the thing. For example every 
85 triad possesses the attributes number, odd, and prime in both 
senses, i.e. not only as possessing no divisors, but also as not 
being a sum of numbers. This, then, is precisely what triad 
is, viz. a number, odd, and prime in the former and also the 
latter sense of the term : for these attributes taken severally 

* This chapter treats only the definition of substances. 

’ Bracketing Xeyoi 1 25 . . . nXXu 1 . 27, and following the bracket 
with a comma. 

’ Bracketing mii . . . v 7 rupx« i- 30, and following the bracket with a 
comiha. 



BOOK II. 13 96" 

apply, the first two to all odd numbers, the last to the dyad 96" 
also as well as to the triad, but, taken collectively, to no other 
subject. Now since we have shown above' that attributes 
predicated as belonging to the essential nature are necessary 
and that universals are necessary, and since the attributes 
which we select as inhering in triad, or in any other subject 
whose attributes we select in this way, are predicated as be- 
longing to its essential nature, triad will thus possess these s 
attributes necessarily. Further, that the synthesis of them 
constitutes the substance of triad is shown by the following 
argument. If it is not identical with the being of triad, it must 
be related to triad as a genus named or nameless. It will then 
be of wider extent than triad — assuming that wider potential 
extent is the character of a genus. If on the other hand 10 
this synthesis is applicable to no subject other than the 
individual triads, it will be identical with the being of triad, 
because we n;iake the further assumption that the substance 
of each subject is the predication of elements in its essential 
nature down to the last differentia characterizing the in- 
dividuals. It follows that any other synthesis thus exhibited 
will likewise be identical with the being of the subject. 

The author of a hand-book ’ on a subject that is a generic 15 
whole should divide the genus into its first infimae species — 
number e.g. into triad and dyad — and then endeavour to 
seize their definitions by the method we have described — 
the definition, for example, of straight line or circle or right 
angle. After that, having established what the category is 
to which the subaltern genus belongs — quantity or quality, 
for instance — he should examine the properties ‘ peculiar ’ * *o 
to the species, working through the proximate* common 
differentiae. He should proceed thus because the attributes 
of the genera compounded of the infimae species will be 
clearly given by the definitions of the species ; since the 
basic element of them all ' is the definition, i. e. the simple 

* i, ch. 4. 

* With the remainder of the chapter compaie An. Pr. i, ch. 25, 
where the treatment covers all syllogism. 

’ vide note on 73* 7. 

* irpmae appears to mean ‘first in a scale ascending towards the 

genus ’. ' sc, genera and species. 
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infima species} and the attributes inhere essentially in 
the simple infitnae species, in the genera only in virtue of 
these. 

as Divisions according to differentiae are a useful accessory 
to this method. What force they have as proofs we did, 
indeed, explain above, ^ but that merely towards collecting 
the essential nature they may be of use we will proceed to 
show. They might, indeed, seem to be of no use at all, but 
rather to assume everything at the start and to be no better 
30 than an initial assumption made without division. But, in 
fact,theorderin which theattributes are predicated does make 
a difference — it matters whether we say animal — tame — 
biped, or biped — animal — tame. For if every definable thing 
consists of two elements and ‘ animal-tame ’ forms a unity, 
and again out of this and the further differentia man (or 
whatever else is the unity under construction) is constituted, 
then the elements we assume have necessarily been reached 
35 by division. Again, division is the only possible method 
of avoiding the omission of any element of the essential 
nature. Thus, if the primary genus is assumed and we then 
take one of the lower divisions, the dividendum will not fall 
whole into this division ; e. g. it is not all animal which is 
either whole-winged or split-winged but all winged animal, 
97* for it is winged animal to which this differentiation® belongs. 
The primary differentiation of animal is that within which 
all animal falls. The like is true of every other genus, 
whether outside animal or a subaltern genus of animal ; e. g. 
the primary differentiation of bird is that within which 
falls every bird, of fish that within which falls every fish. 
So, if we proceed in this way, we can be sure that nothing 
5 has been omitted : by any other method one is bound to 
omit something without knowing it. 

* 6puritop Kni rh AnXovi - : i. e. the infima species, which is 
‘ simple ’ because below it are only aSia(j>opa, and which is the essen- 
tially definable. 

’ ii, ch. 5 and An. Pr, i, ch. 31, where dimptirit is shown not to be 
inference. 

’ Aristotle tends to use Sia(f>opd and bmipeais indifferently in this 
chapter. This is natural, since a subject which obtains its 3ia<^opd by 
falling on one side of a iialptms is ipso facto qualified by its distinction 
from the other side. 
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To define and divide one need not know the whole of 
existence. Yet some hold it impossible to know the 
differentiae distinguishing each thing from every single other 
thing without knowing every single other thing ; and one 
cannot, they say, know each thing without knowing its 
differentiae, since everything is identical with that from jo 
which it does not differ, and other than that from which it 
differs. Now first of all this is a fallacy : not every differentia 
precludes identity, since many differentiae inhere in things 
specifically identical, though not in the substance of these 
nor essentially. Secondly, when one has taken one’s 
differing pair of opposites and assumed that the two sides 
exhaust the genus, and that the subject one seeks to define ij 
is present in one or other of them, and one has further 
verified its presence in one of them ; then it does not matter 
whether or not one knows all the other subjects of which 
the differentiae are also predicated. For it is obvious that 
when by this process one reaches subjects incapable of further 
differentiation one will possess the formula defining the sub- 
stance. Moreover, to postulate that the division exhausts 
the genus is not illegitimate if the opposites exclude a middle ; ao 
since if it is the differentia of that genus, anything contained 
in the genus must lie on one of the two sides. 

In establishing a definition by division one should keep 
three objects in view : (i) the admission only of elements in 
the definable form, (a) the arrangement of these in the right 
order, (3) the omission of no such elements. The first is as 
feasible because one can establish genus and differentia 
through the topic of the genus,^ just as one can conclude the 
inherence of an accident through the topic of the accident.* 
The right order will be achieved if the right term is assumed 
as primary, and this will be ensured if the term selected is 
predicable of all the others but not all they of itj since 30 
there must be one such term. Having assumed this we at 
once proceed in the same way with the lower terms ; for our 
second term will be the first of the remainder, our third the 
first of those which follow the second in a ‘contiguous ® 
series, since when the higher term is excluded, that term of 

» Cf. Topics iv. • Cf. Topics ii. * Cf. note on 95 *' 4- 
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the remainder which is ‘ contiguous ’ to it will be primary, 
and so on. Our procedure makes it clear that no elements 
35 in the definable form have been omitted : we have taken the 
differentia that comes first in the order of division, pointing 
out that animal, e.g., is divisible exhaustively into A and B, 
and that the subject accepts one of the two as its predicate. 
Next we have taken the differentia of the whole thus reached, 
and shown that the whole we finally reach is not further 
divisible — i.e. that as soon as we have taken the last 
differentia to form the concrete totality, this totality admits 
97** of no division into species. For it is clear that there is no 
superfluous addition, since all these terms we have selected 
are elements in the definable form ; and nothing lacking, 
since any omission would have to be a genus or a differentia. 
Now the primary term is a genus, and this term taken in 
conjunction with its differentiae is a genus ; moreover the 
differentiae are all included, because there is now no further 
5 differentia ; if there were, the final concrete would admit 
of division into species, which, we said, is not the case. 

Toresumeouraccountofthe right method of investigation:* 
We must start by observing a set of similar — i. e, specifically 
identical — individuals, and consider what element they have 
in common. We must then apply the same process to 
another set of individuals which belong to one species ^ and 
are generically but not specifically identical with the former 
lo set. When we have established what ® the common element 
is in all members of this second species, and likewise in 
members of further species, we should again consider whether 
the results established possess any identity, and persevere until 
we reach a single formula, since this will be the definition 
of the thing. But if we reach not one formula but two or 
more, evidently the definiendum cannot be one thing but 
15 must be more than one. I may illustrate my meaning as 
follows. If we were inquiring what the essential nature of 
pride is, we should examine instances of proud men we 
know of to see what, as such, they have in common ; e. g. 

* Aristotle resumes the discussion broken in 96'’ 25 by the digression 
on 6 tatptats and deals with the question of defining a yimt. 

’ Reading avroU with A (?). * Reading ri iravTa. 
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if Alcibiades was proud, or Achilles and Ajax were proud, 
we should find, on inquiring what they all had in common, 
that it was intolerance of insult ; it was this which drove 
Alcibiades to war, Achilles to wrath, and Ajax to suicide, ao 
We should next e.xamine other cases, Lysander, for example, 
or Socrates, and then if these have in common indifference 
alike to good and ill fortune, I take these two results and 
inquire what common element have equanimity amid the 
vicissitudes of life and impatience of dishonour. If they 
have none, there will be two genera' of pride. Besides, every 25 
definition is always universal and commensurate:* the 
physician does not prescribe what is healthy for a single eye, 
but for all eyes or for a determinate species of eye. It is 
also easier by this method to define the single species than 
the universal, and that is why our procedure should be 
from the several species to the universal genera — this for 
the further reason too that equivocation is less readily 30 
detected in genera than in infimae species. Indeed, per- 
spicuity is essential in definitions, just as inferential move- 
ment* is the minimum required in demonstrations; and we 
shall attain perspicuity if we can collect separately the 
definition of each species* through the group of singulars 
which we have established ® — e. g. the definition of similarity 
not unqualified but restricted to colours and to figures ; 35 
the definition of acuteness, but only of sound — and so proceed 
to the common universal with a careful avoidance of equivo- 
cation. We may add that if dialectical disputation must 
not employ metaphors, clearly metaphors and metaphorical 
expressions are precluded in definition : otherwise dialectic 
would involve metaphors.^ 

14 In order to formulate the connexions we wish to prove 98^ 

* riift here must mean yfVij, an apparent reversion to Plato's in- 
discriminate use of the terms, and contrary to Aristotle’s general 
usage elsewhere. 

* This sentence explains why the absence of a common element 
means that there are two genera : a definition, being commensurate, 
cannot embrace subjects with nothing in common. 

* Reading trv\\t\oyia6ai, with B and Waitr. 

* yim ben must be equivalent to tlin, cf. note on 97'’*S* 

* Reading for tlptfutrav cf. 97 ^ 1 3 . 

* sc. as sometimes involving definition. 
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we have to select our analyses and divisions.' The method 
of selection consists In laying down the common genus of 
all our subjects of investigation — if e.g. they are animals, 
we lay down what the properties are which inhere in every 
animal. These established, we next lay down the propeities 
5 essentially connected with the first of the remaining classes “ 
— e. g. if this first subgenus is bird, the essential properties 
of every bird — and so on, always characterizing the 
proximate subgenus.' This will clearly at once enable us 
to say in virtue of what character' the subgenera — man, 
e. g., or horse — possess their properties. Let A be animal, 
10 B the properties of every animal, C D E various species of 
animal. Then it is clear in virtue of what character B 
inheres in D — namely A — and that it inheres in C and E 
for the same reason: and throughout the remaining subgencra 
always the same rule applies. 

We are now taking our examples from the traditional 
class-names, but we must not confii.e ourselves to considering 
these. We must collect any other common character which 
15 we observe, and then consider with what species it is 
connected and what properties belong to it. For example, 
as the common properties of horned animals wc collect the 
possession of a third stomach and only one row of teeth. 
Then since it is clear in virtue of what character they possess 
these attributes— namely their horned character — the next 
question is, to what species does the possession of horns 
attach ? 

»o Yet a further method of selection is by analogy: for we 
cannot find a single identical name to give to a squid’s 
pounce, a fish’s spine, and an animal’s bone, although these 

> avnroii^ seems to mean analysis of a subject, for the purpose of 
eliciting its properties, which would precede the process of division 
exhibiting the true generic character in virtue of which the subject 
possesses those properties. Bonitz, howe\er, takes it as equivalent to 
Siniiittris (Index s. v.). 

’ i. e. the subgenera. Cf. the previous chapter. 

® Placing commas after SpviSt *6 and t’/yirora *7. 

* Aristotle in this chapter is explaining how to select the true 
primary subject — cf. i, 4 ad fin. — of a property ; not how to find the 
middle term— with which he deals, e.g., in cc. 1 5-18— and 8ia W here 
means quatenus, not propter quod. 
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too possess common properties as if there were a single 
osseous nature. 

15 Some connexions that require proof are identical in that 
they possess an identical ‘middle’ *—e. g. a whole group 
might be proved through ‘ reciprocal replacement ’ ® — and of as 
these one class are identical in genus, namely all those whose 
difference consists in their concerning different subjects or 
in their mode of manifestation. This latter class may be 
exemplified by the questions as to the causes respectively of 
echo, of reflection, and of the rainbow ; the connexions to 
be proved which these questions embody are identical gene- 
rically, because all three are forms of repercussion ; but 
specifically they are different. 

Other connexions that require proof only differ in that 
the ‘ middle ’ of the one is subordinate to the ‘ middle ' of 30 
the other. For example : Why does the Nib rise towards 
the end of the month? Because towards its close the 
month is more stormy. Why is the month more stormy 
towards its close? Because the moon is waning. Here the 
one cause is subordinate to the other. 

1 6 The question might be raised with regard to cause and 35 
effect whether when the effect is present the cause also is 
present ; whether, for instance, if a plant sheds its leaves or 
the moon is eclipsed, there is present also the cause of the 
eclipse or of the fall of the leaves — the possession of broad 
leaves, let us say, in the latter case, in the former the 98** 
earth's interposition.® For, one might argue, if this cause is 
not present, these phenomena will have some other cause : 

if it is present, its effect will be at once implied by it — the 
eclipse by the earth’s interposition, the fall of the leaves by 
the possession of broad leaves;* but if so, they will be 
logically coincident and each capable of proof through the 
other. Let me illustrate : Let A be deciduous character, 5 

' vide note on 89’' 38. 

* Cf. Waitz ad loc. 

' Placing a dash instead of a fall stop after turai in * 38. 

* Placing a colon instead of a full stop after (f)vX\oppoti in ^4. 
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B the possession of broad leaves, C vine. Now if A inheies 
in B (for every broad-leaved plant is deciduous), and B in C 
(every vine possessing bioad leaves) ; then A inheres in C 
(every vine is deciduous), and the middle teim B is the 
10 cause. But we can also demonstrate that the vine has 
broad leaves because it is deciduous. Thus, let D be broad- 
leaved, E deciduous, F vine. Then E inheres in F (since 
every vine is deciduous), and D in E (foi every deciduous 
15 plant has broad leaves) : theiefore every vine has broad 
leaves, and the cause is its deciduous character. If,' how- 
ever, they cannot each be the cause of the other (for cause 
is pi ior to effect, and the earth’s interposition is the cause of 
the moon’s eclipse and not the eclipse of the interposition) ® 
— if, then, demonstration thiough the cause is of the 
»o reasoned fact and demonstration not through the cause is 
of the bare fact, one who knows it through the eclipse 
knows the fact of the earth’s intei position but not the 
reasoned fact. Moreover, that the eclipse is not the cause 
of the interposition, but the interposition of the eclipse, is 
obvious because the interposition is an element in the 
definition of eclipse, which shows that the eclipse is known 
through the interposition and not vice versa. 

*5 On the other hand, can a single effect have more than 
one caused One migh*^ aigue as follows: if the same 
attribute is predicable of more than one thing as its primary 
subject, let be a primal y subject in which A inheres, and 
C another primary subject of A, and D and B primary 
subjects of B and C respectively. A will then inhere in D 
and E, and B will be the cause of A'a inherence in B, C 
of A's inherence in E. The presence of the cause thus 
30 necessitates that of the effect, but the presence of the effect 
necessitates the presence not of all that may cause it but 
only of a cause which yet need not be the whole cause. 

* Here begins Aristotle's answer. , • b a 

’ The paienthesis should evidently continue to in 19 and 

be followed by a dash. The construction is an anacoluthon : Aristotle 
instead of continuing Kni ti . . . breaks off and starts again, and ends 
with an apodosis which is the consequent of the second « clause; 
though his leal conclusion — that such demonstration is not circular 
because demonstration through the effect is only of the bare fact is 
wider, and follows from both « clauses. 
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We may, however, suggest * that if * the connexion to be 
proved is always universal and commensurate, not only 
will the cause be a whole but also the effect will be universal 
and commensurate. For instance, deciduous character will 
belong exclusively to a subject which is a whole, and, if this 
whole has species, universally and commensurately to those 
species — i. e. either to all species of plant or to a single 
species. So in these universal and commensurate con- 35 
nexions the ‘ middle * and its effect must reciprocate, i. e. be 
convertible. Supposing, for example, that the reason why 
trees are deciduous is the coagulation of sap, then if a tree 
is deciduous, coagulation must be present, and if coagulation 
is present— not in any subject but in a tree — then that tree 
must be deciduous. 

Can the cause of an identical effect be not identical in 
every instance of the effect but different? Or is that 
impossible? Perhaps it is impossible if the effect is 
demonstrated as essential and not as inhering in virtue 
of a symptom or an accident — because the middle is then 
the definition of the major term — though possible if 
the demonstration is not essential. Now it is possible 
to consider the effect and its subject as an accidental con- 3 
junction, though such conjunctions would not be regarded 
as connexions demanding scientific proof. But if they are 
accepted as such,® the middle will correspond to the extremes, 
and be equivocal if they are equivocal, generically one if 
they are generically one.* Take the question why pro- 
portionals alternate. The cause when they are lines, and 
when they are numbers,® is both different and identical; 
different in so far as lines arc lines and not numbers, 
identical as involving a given determinate increment. In 10 
all proportionals this is so. Again, the cause of likeness 
between colour and colour is other than that between figure 
and figure; for likeness here is equivocal, meaning perhaps 

' Here begins Aristotle’s answer. 

’ Really equivalent to inti, but ct is more consonant with the tentative 
form in which Aristotle offers his solution. 

' i. e. if an accidental coiHiexion is accepted as a Trpn^Xq/tn. 

* We should perhaps read to for in * 7. 

‘ Placing a comma after npid/«i>i in *9. 
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in the latter case equality of the ratios of the sides and 
equality of the angles, in the case of colours identity of the 
»5 act of pjcrceiving them, or something else of the sort. 
Again, connexions requiring proof which are identical by 
analogy have middles also analogous. 

The truth is that cause, effect, and subject are reciprocally 
predicable in the following way. If the species are taken 
severally, the effect is wider than the subject (e. g. the 
possession of external angles equal to four right angles is 
an attribute wider than triangle or square), but it is co- 
*0 extensive with the specie-s taken collectively (in this instance 
with all figures whose external angles are equal to four right 
angles). And the middle likewise reciprocates, for the 
middle is a definition of the major ; which is incidentally 
the reason why all the sciences are built up through defini- 
tion. 

We may illustrate as follows. Deciduous is a universal 
attribute of vine, and is at the same time of wider extent 
than vine ; and of fig, and is of wider extent than fig : but 
it is not wider than but coextensive with the totality of the 
as .species. Then if you take the middle which is proximate,' 
it is a definition of deciduous. I say that, because you will 
first reach a middle ^ next the subject,^ and a premiss assert- 
ing it * of the whole subject, and after that a middle — the 
coagulation of sap or something of the sort — proving the 
connexion of the first middle with the major : ® but it is the 
coagulation of sap at the junction of leaf-stalk and stem 
which defines deciduous.° 

' sc. to ro tftvWoppouvj the major. * sc. broad-leaved. 

’ Vine, fig, &c. ‘ One should perhaps read o n. 

* Broad-leaved with deciduous. 

* Aristotle contemplates four terms: (i) deciduous, (a) coagulation, 
(3) broad-leaved, (4) vine, fig, &c. 

If we get the middle proximate to (i) it is a definition of (i). 
But in investigating vines, figs, &c. according to the method of 
chapter 13, we shall first find a common character of them in broad- 
leaved, and, taking this as a middle, we shall prove that vine, fig, 
&c., fua broad-leaved, are deciduous. But this proof is not demonstra- 
tion, because broad-leaved is not a definition of deciduous. So ciur 
next step will be to find a middle-rrcoagulation — mediating the major 
premiss of this proof, and demonstrate that broad-leaved plants, fua 
liable to coagulation, are deciduous. This is strict demonstration, 
because coagulation defines deciduous. 
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If an explanation in formal terms of the inter-relation of 30 
cause and effect is demanded, we shall offer the following. 

Let A be an attribute of all B, and B of every species of D, 
but so that both A and B are wider than their respective 
subjects. Then B will be a universal attribute of each 
species of D (since I call such an attribute universal •'ven 
if it is not commensurate, and I call an attribute primary 
universal if it is commensurate,'^ not with each species 
severally but with their totality),* and it extends beyond 
each of them taken separately. Thus, B is the cause of A's 33 
inherence in the species of D : consequently A must be of 
wider extent than B ; otherwise why should B be the cause 
of A's inherence in D any more than A the cause of B’s 
inherence in 2 ) ? Now if A is an attribute of all the species 
of E, all the species of E will be united by possessing some 
common cause other than B ; otherwise how shall we be 
able to say that A is predicable of all of which E is 
predicable, while E is not predicable of all of which A can 99* 
be predicated? I mean how can there fail to be some 
special cause of A’s inherence in E, as there was of A’s 
inherence in all the species of ? * Then are the species 
of E, too, united by possessing some common cause ? This 
cause we must look for. Let us call it C.* 

We conclude, then, that the same effect may have more 
than one cause, but not in subjects specifically identical. 

For instance, the cause of longevity in quadrupeds is lack of 3 
bile, in birds a dry constitution — or certainly something 
different. 


18* If immediate premisses are not reached at once, and there 


* But cf, i, ch. 4, 73'’ 2 1-74* 3- 

’ The parenthesis should clearly terminate at ovnorpt^tt *35. 

* Reading roO to A vtrapx’^T in " 2. 

* The schema of Aristotle’s argument in this paragraph is : 

A 


/ 

U 


'e 


’ It seems best to begin this chapter at tl it tti . . . ’’ 7, and place a 
comma after vXtuo in *’8. The it after nartpov in ^9 will then be 
roughly parallel to e.g. Pp/. in. 16,. 1287'’ 13 (cf. Bonitz, Ind. s.v.), 
though the apodosis is not here an antithesis. 
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in the latter case equality of the ratios of the sides and 
equality of the angles, in the case of colours identity of the 
»a act of pjcrceiving them, or something else of the sort. 
Again, connexions requiring proof which are identical by 
analogy have middles also analogous. 

The truth is that cause, effect, and subject are reciprocally 
predicable in the following way. If the species are taken 
severally, the effect is wider than the subject (e. g. the 
possession of external angles equal to four right angles is 
an attribute wider than triangle or square), but it is co- 
ao extensive with the specie.s taken collectively (in this instance 
with all figures whose external angles are equal to four right 
angles). And the middle likewise reciprocates, for the 
middle is a definition of the major ; which is incidentally 
the reason why all the sciences are built up through defini- 
tion. 

We may illustrate as follows. Deciduous is a universal 
attribute of vine, and is at the same time of wider extent 
than vine ; and of fig, and is of wider extent than fig : but 
it is not wider than but coextensive with the totality of the 
as species. Then if you take the middle which is proximate,* 
it is a definition of deciduous. I say that, because you will 
first reach a middle ^ next the subject,^ and a premiss assert- 
ing it * of the whole subject, and after that a middle — the 
coagulation of sap or something of the sort — proving the 
connexion of the first middle with the major : ‘ but it is the 
coagulation of sap at the junction of leaf-stalk and stem 
which defines deciduous.” 

^ sc. to TO (l>v\^oppauv, the major. * sc. broad-leaved. 

’ Vine, fig, &c. ‘ One should perhaps read 3 ri. 

' Broad-leaved with deciduous. 

* Aristotle contemplates four terms : (i) deciduous, (2) coagulation, 
(3) broad-leaved, (4) vine, fig, &c. 

If we get the middle proximate to (1) it is a definition of (i). 
But in investigating vines, figs. See. according to the method of 
chapter 13, we shall first find a common character of them in broad- 
leaved, and, taking this as a middle, we shall prove that vine, fig, 
See., qua broad-leaved, are deciduous. But this proof is not demonstra- 
tion, because broad-leaved is not a definition of deciduous. So our 
next step will be to find a middle- 7 T-coagulation — mediating the major 
premiss of this proof, and demonstrate that broad-leaved plants, qua 
liable to coagulation, are deciduous. This is strict demonstration, 
because coagulation defines deciduous. 
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If an explanation in formal terms of the inter-relation of 30 
cause and effect is demanded, we shall offer the following. 

Let A be an attribute of all B, and B of every species of 2?, 
but so that both A and B are wider than their respective 
subjects. Then B will be a universal attribute of each 
species of D (since I call such an attribute universal •'ven 
if it is not commensurate, and I call an attribute primary 
universal if it is commensurate,' not with each species 
severally but with their totality),® and it extends beyond 
each of them taken separatel3'. Thus, B is the cause of A's 33 
inherence in the species of D : consequently A must be of 
wider extent than B ; otherwise why should B be the cause 
of A's inherence in B any more than A the cause of B's 
inherence in Z>? Now if A is an attribute of all the species 
of £, all the species of £ will be united by possessing some 
common cause other than B : otherwise how shall we be 
able to say that A is predicable of all of which £ is 
predicable, while £ is not predicable of all of which A can 99* 
be predicated ? I mean how can there fail to be some 
special cause of A’s inherence in £, as there was of A's 
inherence in all the species of i? ? ® Then are the species 
of £, too, united by possessing some common cause ? This 
cause we must look for. Let us call it C.* 

We conclude, then, that the same effect may have more 
than one cause, but not in subjects specifically identical. 

For instance, the cause of longevity in quadrupeds is lack of 5 
bile, in birds a dry constitution — or certainly something 
different. 


18* If immediate premisses are not reached at once, and there 


I 

S 

8 

4 


But cf. i, ch. 4, 73'>ai-74»3. 

The parenthesis should clearly temiinate at dvnirrp((l>n * 35. 
Reading rnS ro A i7rdpx'<v in 2. 

The schema of Aristotle’s argument in this paragraph is : 
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a 


/\ 


c 


/ 

u 


'e 


' It seems best to begin this chapter at tl Be eU . . . 7, and place a 
comma after 7rX.<ua in *’8. The Be after irorrpov in '>9 will then be 
roughly parallel to e.g. /’p/. iii. i6,.i287'’ 13 (cf. Bonitz, Tnd. s.v.), 
though the apodosis is not here an antithesis. 
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is not merely one middle but several middles, i. e. several 
causes; is the cause of the property’s inherence in the 
several species the middle which is proximate to the primary 
•o universal,* or the middle which is proximate to the species ? “ 
Clearly the cause is that nearest to each species severally 
in which it is manifested, for that is the cause of the subject’s 
falling under the universal. To illustrate formally: C is 
the cause of B's inherence in D ; hence C is the cause of 
A’s inherence in D, B of A’s inherence in C, while the cause 
of A's inherence in B is B itself. 

*5 As regards syllogism and demonstration, the definition 
of, and the conditions required to produce each of them, are 
now clear, and with that also the definition of, and the 
conditions required to produce, demonstrative knowledge, 
since it is the same as demonstration. As to the basic 
premisses, how they become known and what is the developed 
state of knowledge of them is made clear by raising some 
preliminary problems. 

to We have already said ® that scientific knowledge through 
demonstration is impossible unless a man knows the primary 
immediate premisses. But there are questions which might 
be raised in respect of the apprehension of these immediate 
premisses: one might not only ask whether it is of the 
same kind as the apprehension of the conclusions, but also 
whether there is or is not scientific knowledge of both; 
or scientific knowledge of the latter, and of the former a 
different kind of knowledge ; and, further, whether the 
*5 developed states of knowledge are not innate but come to 
be in us, or are innate but at first unnoticed. Now 
it is strange if we posse.ss them from birth ; for it means 
that we possess apprehensions more accurate than de- 
monstration and fail to notice them. If on the other 
hand we acquire them and do not previously possess them, 
how could we apprehend and learn without a basis of pre- 
existent knowledge? For that is impossible, as we used 
3° to find * in the case of demonstration. So it emerges that 
neither can we possess them from birth, nor can they come 

’ i. e. the property. ’ the subject. = i, ch. 2 , * i, ch. 1. 
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to be in us if we are without knowledge of them to the extent 
of having no such developed state at all. Therefore we must 
possess a capacity of some sort, but not such as to rank 
higher in accuracy than these developed states. And this 
at least is an obvious characteristic of all animals, for they 
possess a congenital discriminative capacity which is called 35 
sense-perception. But though sense-perception is innate in 
all animals, in some the sense-impression comes to persist, 
in others it does not. So animals in which this persistence 
does not come to be have either no knowledge at all outside 
the act of perceiving, or no knowledge of objects of which 
no impression persists ; animals in which it does come into 
being have perception and can continue to retain the sense- 
impression in the soul : and when such persistence is loo* 
frequently repeated* a further distinction at once arises 
between those which out of the persistence of such sense- 
impressions develop a power of systematizing them and 
those which do not. So out of sense-perception comes to 
be what we call memory, and out of frequently repeated 
memories of the same thing develops experience ; for a 5 
number of memories constitute a single experience.* From 
experience again— i.e. from the universal now stabilized in 
its entirety within the soul, the one beside the many which 
is a single identity within them all — originate the skill of 
the craftsman and the knowledge of the man of science, 
skill in the sphere of coming to be and science in the sphere 
of being. 

We conclude that these states of knowledge are neither 
innate in a determinate form, nor developed from other 10 
higher states of knowledge, but from sense-perception. It 
is like a rout in battle stopped by first one man making a 
stand and then another, until the original formation has 
been restored. The soul is so constituted as to be capable 
of this process. 

Let us now restate the account given already, though 
with insufficient clearness. When one of a number of 15 
logically indiscriminable particulars has made a stand, the 

' Reading ytroiiivav with D in Ioo> l. 

' Cf, Met, A 980* 28, Met. A i should be comparetLtvith this chapter. 
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earliest universal is present in the soul : for though the act 
of sense-perception is of the particular, its content is uni- 
lOO^ versal — is man, for example, not the man Callias.^ A fresh 
stand is made among these rudimentary universals, and the 
process does not cease until the indivisible concepts, the 
true universals,^ are established : e. g: such and such a species 
of animal is a step towards the genus animal,® which by the 
same process is a step towards a further generalization. 

Thus it is clear that we must get to know the primary 
premisses by induction ; for the method by which even sense- 
5 perception implants the universal is inductive. Now of the 
thinking states by which we grasp truth, some are unfailingly 
true, others admit of eiTor — opinion, for instance, and calcu- 
lation, whereas scientific knowing and intuition * are always 
true; further, no other kind of thought except intuition is 
more accurate than scientific knowledge, whereas primary 
premisses are more knowable than demonstrations, and all 
10 scientific knowledge is discursive. From these considerations 
it follows that there will be no scientific knowledge of the 
primary premisses, and since except intuition nothing can 
be truer than scientific knowledge, it will be intuition that 
apprehends the primarypremisses — a result which also follows 
from the fact that demonstration cannot be the originative 
source of demonstration, nor, consequently, scientific know- 
ledge of scientific knowledge. If, therefore, it is the only 
other kind of true thinking except scientific knowing, intuition 
IS will be the originative source of scientific knowledge. And 
the originative source of science grasps the original basic 
premiss, while science as a whole is similarly related as 
originative source to the whole body of fact.® 

’ Removing the brackets, reading a colon after mtfiSXov * i6 and 
a full stop after KoXXi'ov av 6 punov in i. 

* i.e. the categories, which are far excellence universal and are 

indivisible because not constituted of genus and differentia, cf. Met. 
1084** 14 and 1023'’ 34. For this sense of d/upq cf. the use of uro/iu in 
Met. . 

’ Following tats {if on with a comma. 

* Cf. note on 85* i. 


‘ i. e. the conclusions. 
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1* I — I s’* 33 = Caiegoriae. 
i6* I — 24’’ 9 = Jnterpretatione, 

24* 10 — 70'’ 38 = Analytica Priora. 

71“ I — loo'’ 17 = Analytica Pesteriera. 


Accident, v. Attribute. 

Achilles 97*' 18. 

Action 2“ 4, It'* 1-7. 

Affection l’’27, 2* 4, 9* 28-lo» ic^ 
ii*’i-7; of the soul 9*’ 34 ; 
a. as distinct from qualities ib. 
29. 

Affective qualities 9* 28. , 
Affirmation X negation 2* Si • 
19, tab 6, I 3 ‘‘ 37 -'' 35 i »7‘S, 
72* 13, def. 17 “ 25 ' 
Alcibiades 97** 18. 

All, meanings of 74* 30-2. 
Alteration, distinct from other 
forms of motion 15* 14. 
Alternation 74* 16-25, 99“ 8-10. 
Anacharsis 78b 30, 

Analogy 76“ 38, 98“ 20-3, 99 * IS- 
Analysis (nviiXtcii', di'dXvo'if ) of rea- 
soning into the three figures of 
syllogism 47*4, 50*8; hypo- 
thetical arguments not reso- 
luble into the figures 50* 30, 
b 3 ; of syllogisms in one figure 
into another ib. 30, 33, 51*2, 

18 ; of premisses into terms 49® 

19 •, analytic X dialectical proof 
{ivaXvTiKai X XoyiKOJi) 84* 7i ** 2 J 
analysis (draro/ii)) 98* 2. 

Appropriate, premisses appropri- 
ate to (homogeneous with) con- 
clusion 71b 23, 72“ 6, 74b 26, 75b 
38, 76*6, mA An. Post, passim. 
Aristomenes 47b 22. ' 

Aristotle, references to Cat. 49* 
7 (?) ; An. Pr. 19b 31, 73* 8, 14, 
77*35 j 80“ 7, 86b 10, 91b 13, 
96* I ; An. Post. 24b 14, 2Sb27, 
3ab 23, 43» 36 ; Top. 20® 26, 24b 

12,46*30,47*17,64*37; Soph- 

El. 20b 26, 6sbi6; Phys. gsb 
II ; De An. i6*8; Met. 67b 
26 (?). 


Arithmetic, assumptions of 76b 8, 
93b 24; more accurate than 
Geometry more abstract 87* 
33 ; differs generically from 
Geometry 75*39, b 3, cf. 
Science. 

Art (rexvi) 89b 8, 100*8. 

Article, definite 49b 10. 

Assumptions of a science, (a) fact, 
(b) meaning, (c) meaning and 
fact 71* 12-16, 76b 31-6, 90b 24; 
not expressly assumed 76b 1 5- 

20, 77*10-25. Cf. Axioms, 
Demonstration, Mathematics, 

Astronomy 76® ii j relation of 
science to experience 46*19; 
mathematical X nautical 78® 
40. 

Athenians 69* l, 54*37. 

.Atomic disconnexion 79* 33-b 22. 

Attribute 2* 34, 43b 3, 41 ; predic- 
able of a subject I* 20, 1,2* 19 ; 
present in a subject 1*23, 2* 
27; ‘true in every instance' 
(xard irniTiir) 73* 28—34 ! essen- 
tial, defined as (i) = element in 
definition of subject, (ii) contain- 
ing its subject in its definition 
(cf. 75b I), m some cases as pair 
of disjunctive opposites, (iii) 
in respect of singular sub- 
stance, (iv) consequentially con- 
nected _73* 34-b 24 ; type (ii) 
limited in number 82® 39, 84* 

21, commensurate with subject 
84*24; (ii) and(iii)74b7-io,84* 
12-17 1 commensurate and uni- 
versal (xadiiXov) 73b 26—74* 3, 
elicited from singulars 71*20, 
81*4, makes clear the cause 
88* 5 : accident or coincident 
(irup^«/ 3 iKdr) 73b 4, 75*18-21: 
X essential type (ii) 83* 25-32, 
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*’ so , never a subject (wroKei/ic- 
vov) 83^22, but designated as 
(ju^ifymg a subject 83^23. Cf. 
Assumpiions. 

Axioms, defined 72*16-18; i. 
hypotheses yfi** 23 ; community 
of sciences through 77*26-31, 
as ‘Lans of Thought', not 
universal premisses 88“ 36-*’ 3 ; 
excluded middle 71*14, 72*‘23, 
express assumption of 77“ 22-5 , 
law of contradiction, express as- 
sumption of 77* 10-21 , quan- 
titative axioms, function in 
demonstration 75* 39, 3-5, 

76*42, '•lo, 14, 77*27-31, Sfib 
28 Cf. Assunipitons, Demon- 
stratton. 

Basic truth (ajixi), m wide sense 
76*31 ; common X peculiar 76“ 
37-" s, 88*’ 27 , individual's 
knowledge of 99'’i5 — ioo*‘i7 
Cf. Premiss. 

Being, in unqualified sense 
possessing an attribute 89'' 33, 
90* 9-14, 32 ; / essence . not 
a genus 92'’ 14 : non-existents 
nameable 92'’ 30. 

Better known, two senses of 71'’ 
33 — 72*5 

Bryson 75 "40. 

Caeneus 77 *’ 41. 

Callias 43* 27, 77* 17, 83'’ 4, ioo'>i 

Callippus 16*21. 

Capacity, indicated by qualitative 
terms 9“ 15. 

Case 6’’ 33, ib** 1 ; terms to be 
stated in nominative, but pre- 
misses to be understood with 
reference to cases of terms 
48'’ 40 

Categones io'>2i, 49*7, 83*21, 
83^14-17 ; enumerated and illus- 
trated I** 25—2“ 4. 

Cause, premisses cause of conclu- 
sion 7 1 *’22; reasoned know- 
ledge of conclusion is through 
cause higher knowledge 

through higher cause 76“ 18 ; 
proximate cause 78'' 4, 15,99’’ 
9-14; (fi) identical with, (^) 
distinct from essential nature 
93 “ 5 , chance 95* 

3-9; as middle term, formal 


93*1 ff, 94*5, inateiial 94* 
24-35, efficient 94*36 *>8, final 
94’’ 8-26 , final and material 
may mediate one connexion 
94’* 27-37; cause and effect as 
reciprocal 78*27, 98*35 — 99'’ 8, 
non-reciprocal 78'' 12, 98*35 — 
99’’ 8, simultaneous 95* 10-24, 
98*35-'’ 24, successive 95*24- 
'> 37, circular 95'’ 38—^* 7 ; 
plurality of causes 98’’ 25-38, 
of effects 99* i-** 8. Cf. M dtUe 
tei m. 

Chance conjunctions not demon- 
strable 87'’ 19-27; X necessity 
and final cause 95* 4 

Circular proof 57** 18 — 59*41; 
defined 57'* i8, 58*33- 

Cleon 43* 26 

Close-packing (n-vxi/uirir) 79*30, 
82'* 7, 84*34-9, 84'' 35. 

Coincident, v. Attribute. 

Combination of predicates 20'’ 31. 

Conclusion 32*6-14, 42'’ 4; of 
demonstration necessary 73’’ 
13-18 ; reveals attribute as in- 
hering as such 75*> 38, as essen- 
tial, as eternal 75*> 22 ; homo- 
geneous with basic premisses 
76* 30 , reciprocal with pre- 
misses 78*10. Cf. Attiibute, 
Cause, Demonsh ation, Freimsi, 

&.C. 

Concrete and abstract terms 47’’ 
40 —48* 28. 

Connexion for proof {■np60l\iiim) 
88*12, (87'’ 5); how to select 
98* 1-23 ; community of middle 
in lb 24-34. 

Consequential connexion 75*37. 
Cf. Attribute. 

Contiguous ((xoiifos) 82* I, 95’’ 

3-25 

Contingency 32* 16-'’ 37 ; contra- 
dictory ot propositions express- 
ing 21*10. 

Continuous 4'’ 20. 

Contradiction 17“ 33, *’ 26, 72* 12- 

14. rs** 31 , 93*34. 

Contradictory propositions 17“ 17 , 
20*30, 21*30; contradictories 
of contrary propositions so* 
16 

Contrary of a proposition 17*4; 
IS It a denial or a contrary 
affirmation? 23* 27 —24*9; con- 
traries 4*10, 6*1, 17, 11* 34-' 
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I2‘25, I3'’36— 14* 25 , con- 
tiane<!, existing in case of 
qualities iot> 12, of relations 6** 
15, of actions 11*’ i, not of sub- 
stances 3^ 24, nor of quantities 
3** 29i s'* 1 1 1 with and without 
intermediates 12* i 
Conversion, of propositions, asser 
tone 25*5, apodictic ib. 27, 
problematic ib. 37, 32*30, 36'* 
35 : of syllogisms sg*" 1—61* 16, 
defined 59*> i, 61* 5 , X reduetto 
ad ttnposstbtle 61*21 ; of terms 
of syllogism fiy** 27 — 68“ 25 
Conviction, degree required by 
science 72* 37-'’4 Cf Opinion 
Copula 24*' 17, 25'’ 22, 32“ I. 
Coriscus 85* 24 

Correlation 6’’ 6, 28, 7*20, 8*35; 
coining names to express 7* 5 , 
importance of correct termino- 
logy fi*! 36. 

Conelatives 1 1** 17-33; appie- 
hension of one of pair involves 
that of the other 8* 35 


Definition 43'’ 2, 50* ii ; nominal 
7t*i3i 93" 2^31: real (a) of 
substance, (b) of attiibute 75" 
3 i» 93 ’’ 32 ~ 94 * 13' of sob- 
stance IS premiss of demonstra- 
tion 75" 31; = commensurate 
synthesis of attributes 96*24- 
" 14 ; not demonstrable 90*6— 
91* II, 91* 1 2-" 1 1 , 92" 4-38, 
even hypothetically 91*6-33, 
not inlerred by division 91" 
12—92* 5 , method of obtain- 
ing 96*> 13-24, 97’’ 7-34. aid 
lent by division 96*’25— 97'’6 
def. of attribute, how revealed 
by demonstration 93*3-" 20, 94“ 
1-9, dialectically 93* 15-*’ 20 
def. (as a unity) does not assert 
76^ 30, is neither universal noi 
particular77*4: (as predicated) 
commensurate and universal 
97^26; only possible if ele- 
ments of dejiniendum are 
limited 82" 38, 84* 26 ; need of 
perspicuity in 97" 32 ; X hypo- 
thesis 73* 2 1-4, 76'* 35-77* 4 f '> 
induction 92* 37-" i ; growth 
of science through 99* 22. Cf. 
Assumpiton, Attribute, Cause, 
Middle term. Species. 


Degree, variation of, in substance 
3" 33. in quantity 6* 19, in 
quality 10" 26 

Demonstration 24*11, 25" 27, 32" 
18, 40" 23; demonstrative pre- 
miss X dialectical 24* 22 ; de- 
fined as syllogism giving scien- 
tific knowledge 71" 18, as pro- 
ceeding from necessary pre- 
misses 74" 16-18, as involving 
necessary middle term 7 5* 13, 
76*5, as necessarily involv- 
ing natural predication 83* 20 , 
unit of 84*>6— 85*1 ; elements 
of 75* 39-’* 2, 76 '>ii- 22: con- 
fined to one genus 75’’ 3-1 1, 
84" 17 , transference possible 
only in case of subaltemate 
sciences 75'’ 14, 76* 22-5 ; 

VICIOUS transference of 75" 
40—76*3, 88*31-6; as X 
definition is continuous 94*6, 
commensurate and universal 
73” 32 — 74* 3 . 74 * 32-" 4 , 

wrongly supposed commen- 
surate and universal 74* 4-32 , 
universal X particular 85* 13, 
20—86*30; affirmative X nega- 
tive 86* 32-l> 39 ; circular and 
reciprocal 72 “ 17, 72" 25—73* 
20, 91*35-" II, possib>''ty of 
several demonstrations of one 
connexion 87" 5-18 ; no demon- 
stration of accidents 75* 18-21, 
31-3, nor of chance conjunc- 
tions 87" 19-27. a Definition, 
Knowledge, Predication, Re- 
ductio ad imposstbile. 

Denial, def. 17* 25. 

Derivatives 1*12, 10* 27 

Desirable 68* 25-" 7. 

Dialectic 24*22, 46*30, 65*37, 
71*5, 22 7; Its method inter- 
rogative f demonstration 77* 
31-4; dialectic X strict proof 
81" 18-23, 84*7. 84’’ 2, 86*21, 
88* 19, 30 ; dialectical ques- 
tion 20^22-30. Cf. Proposition, 
Syllogism. 

Dictum de omHi et nullo 25*’ 32 

Differentia i" 17, 3*22, 74* 37 -" 3 . 
83" I, 96" 12, 20, 25-97" 6. 

Disjunction 73" 21-4, 78® 17-20. 

Disposition 8*27, 35, 11*22 

Distinctive mark of substance 4* 
10, of quantity 6* 26, of quality 
11*18. 
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Distributed subject 17'’ 14. 

Division 46* 31-’’ 37; proper use 
of 91 •’ 29-32 ; not inference 91'' 
12, 36, 96^ 25—97” 6. Cf. De- 
finition, 

Eclipse 7 s‘ 34, 88* 1, 89” 30, 90* 3, 
30. 93*23i 30, 37. gS” 18. 

Enthymeme 70* 3-" 38, 71*10; 
defined 70* 10. 

Enunciation 72* 1 1. 

Equality 6* 26. 

Equivocal i* i, 77*9, ” 24, 85” ii, 
16, 97” 36, 99* 7. 

Erelria 94” i. 

Error 66” 18— 67” 26, 77” 18-33 ; 
positive X nescience as direct 
belief 79” 26-8 : as inferential, 
in atomic connexion or discon- 
nexion, affirmative 79” 23 — 80* 
7, negatUe 80* 7-” 16 ; in me- 
diate conn, or disconn., nega- 
tive 80” 16 — 81* 14, affirmative 
81* 16-34 ; as formal fallacy 77” 
20-33 i r®*'® to Maths, 77” 27- 
33 j due to taking mere attribute 
as middle 77” 4c — 78*13; as 
material fallacy 77” 21. 

Essential nature, v. Definition. 

Event, atomic 96* 1-7. 

Example (irapdSciypn) 68” 38 — 
®9**9. 71*10; X induction 
69*16. 

Excess, contrary of defect 14^ 2. 

Excluded middle 18* 28— 19” 4. 

Existence, v. Being. 

Experience (cpircipin} 46* 18, ico* 
S-9. 

Exposition 28*23, 3o* 9, 31. 49” 

33- 

Fact X reasoned fact 75*16, 76* 
11-13, 87* 31 ; within one 
science 78* 22-” 31; as be- 
longing to different sciences 
78” 32 — 79* 16 ; in relation to 
perception X knowledge 88* i ; 
both as object of opinion 89* 
15 ; when both are obvious to 
perception 89” 23-35, 9°“ *5~ 
30. 93* 17-ao. Cf. Cause, De- 
monstration, Middle ietm. 

Fallacy, v. Etror, 

False cause 65* 38 — 66* 1 5. 

Falsehood, falsity 16*12, 88*25- 
30. Cf. Error. 


Fatality 18” 26 — 19” 4. 

Features, inference of character 
from 70” 7. 

Figure, first 25” 26— 26” 33. def. 
25” 32, 26” 33; second 26” 34— 
28* 9, def. 26” 34 ; third 28* 
10—29* 18, def. 28* 10; ‘fourth’ 
*9*19. 53*3: common proper- 
ties of the three figures 29* 19- 
” 28 ; all syllogisms reducible 
to universal moods of first figuie 
29” I, 40” 17—41” 5 ; uses of 
the figures 42” 27 — 43* 19 ; 
analysis of syllogisms in one 
figure into another 50” 5—51” 
2; three figures only 41* 14. 

Forms 79* 7 ; Platonic 77* 5, 83* 
33, 85'’ 19- 

Fortuitous, def. 18” 8. 

Genus, relative, individual not 1 1* 
20; X species 96” 21-5; prior 
to species 15*4; genera, co- 
ordinate 1” 16, subordin.itc ib. 
21. Cf. Subject, Demonstra- 
tion, elements of. 

Geometry 75” 12-14, 17-19, 77* 
40-” 27 ; use of diagrams in 
49” 35 ; its assumptions 76” 9, 
are not false 76” 39 — 77* 2 ; 
differs genetically from Arith- 
metic 75*39, ”3. Cf. Science. 

Good X the good 49” 10. 


Habit Y disposition 8” 27, 35, 9* 
4, 11*22. 

Harmonics 75” 16, 76* 10, 76*24, 
76” 38 ; mathematical ; acous- 
tical 79* I. 

Have, U5.es of word 15” 17-33.. 

Hypothesis 72*20-4; X axiom 
76” 23-34 ; X definition 76”35 
— 77* 4 i X illegitimate postu- 
late 76” 30-4; hypothetical rea- 
soning 40” 25, 41* 22, 50* 16, 
72” 13-1^, 92*6-33; rule of 
hypothetical reasoning 53” 12, 
57” I. Cf. Reductio ad impos- 
sibile. 


Ignorance, v. Error. 

Iliad, the 92” 32, 93” 36. 
Immediate propositions 48* 33, 
68” 30; inim^iately cohering 
{<svv€}(r)s) 87” 6, 
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I mposbibili ty, contradictory of pro- 
positions expressing 22*6. 

Indefinite noun 16*32, 19'’8, verb 
16'’ 14, 19*’ 10, premiss 24* 19, 
26* 28 ; proof from indef. nature 
of particular statement 26*' 14, 
27'‘20, 28, 28'> 28,3s’’ II : =pos- 
sible 32*’ 10, 19. Cf. Infinite. 

Individual l’>4, 3*35, l 7 “ 37 t 4 °. 


■'S- 

Induction 2S'’2l, 42*3, 67*23, 68'’ 
8-37, 69*16, 71*6, 10, 72'- 30, 
77 * 35 > 78*35. 81" 3, 
gives grasp of universal 81 '’2, 
100'’ 4 ; conn, with sense-per- 
ception 81* 38-'’ 9 : A demon- 
stration 9l'‘35 ; \ dehnition 
92* 37-'’ I. 

Infinite proposition, an afiinn.a- 
tion 25'’ 22, 51'’ 31, 52*24. Cf. 
Indefinite. 

Instances, proof by taking 26* 8, 
30*28, 31'’ 4, 33'’ 3, 49 '’ 33 - 

Intuition (i/oSf) 85*1, 88*7, 16, 
•’ 35 . 89'’ 8, ioo'’5-i7. Cf. 

Deinonsiraiiait. 

In’-ersion of subject and predicate 
20'’ I. 


Isosceles triangle, proof of equality 
of angles at base 41'’ 14. 


Knowledge 67'’ 4 ; of universal i, 
particular 67* 17 ; kn. pre-exis- 
tent, dependence of instruction 
on 71* i-ii, two kinds of * ii- 
'• 8 ; discursive (Sidvoia) 89** 7 ; 
scientific kn. (tV.orqfuj), its ob- 
ject immutable 71'’ 15, its truth 
necessary 73* 21, based on ‘ ap- 
propriate ' premisses 76* 27, • 
accidental kn. = kn. through 
cause 71'’ 9-12, 74’’ 23. 26-39, 
76* 4-6, «= kn. of definition 93* 
20-6, 94* 2.^ suggested impos- 
sibility of 72*5-15 ; X iittuilion 
99'’ >5 — 1°°’’ *7 » X sense-per- 
ception 87'’ 28 — 88“ 17, 99'’ IS — 
100'’ 17; X opinion 88" 30— 89'’ 
6 ; unqualified X universal 71* 
28, X hypothetical 83'’ 38 ; as 
•stete 99I’ iS— loo*’ 17 ; 

growth of in individual soul ib. ; 
: innate ib. ; ? all kn. demon- 
strable 72'’6, 15-18, 84*31 ; kn. 
of basic premisses (eovc) 72'’ 24, 
is prior and superior to kn. of 
conclusion 72* 26, indemon- 


strable and source of demon- 
stration 72'’ 18-24, 84*31, 9 o'’ 25 
and passim. Cf. also Demon- 
stration, Intuition. 

Limit as genus of figure 74^ I. 

Line, a quantity 5* 17. 

Love 66* 39. 

Lunules, squaring of circle by 
means of 69* 33. 

Lysander 97" 21. 


Major term 26*22, '’37, 28*13; 
wider than middle 77* 18. Cf. 
Middle tenn. 

Mathem.atics, nature of 79 * 7 - 9 , 
81 ''4, 93'’ 24; its teaching de- 
pends on previous knowledge 
71*3. on induction for- 

mal f.illacy rare in 77'’ 27-33; 
'1 dialectic 78* 12. Cf. Arith- 
metic, Geometry, Stereometry, 
Science. 


Mechanics 76*24, 78*39. 

Medicine 77 * 41 . 79 * 14 - 

Memory, developed from sense- 
perception 99*36, into experi- 
ence 100*3-6. 

Metaphor 97*37. 

Metaphysics (ootpla) 89* 8. 

Miccalus 47*30. 

Middle teim 41*3, 47*38 — *14; 
homogeneous with extremes 
(‘ appropriate ’) 75* lo, 80* 18- 
21, 81*17, 84*’ 1 5, 93*10; in 
causal inference 95* 36-9; 
necessary X contingent 74*’ *6 


— *12, 75*17, 76*5; as cause 
78*4, 898 36—90* 34 passim, 93* 
3-8; defines major term 93*6, 
94 * 5 , 94 * 1 9 , 98* 23, 99 * 4 - 31 - 3 : 
defines minor term 72^24 i de- 
fined by major term 94*21. 
Cf. Cause, Close-packing, De- 
monstration, Fact, Predteation, 


Quick wit. 

Minor term 26*22, *38, 28*14. 


Cf. Middle term. 


Modality 21* 34— 23*26, 25* i, 29* 
29, 32* 15, 34“ 5 : modal syllo- 
gisms 29*29 — 40*16, 45*28- 


jj- 

Movement, kinds of 15* 13-33 i 
contrary of 15* i. 


Natural 32*5, 16, 70*8. 
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Necessary, v. AUribule, Ucmon- 
strahmi. Premise, &c 

Necessity, coiuradictory of pro- 
positions expressing 2i'‘26, 22‘ 
3; in infeience 24'' 19, 26*3, 
47 * 33 . 53 ” 18, 57»40, 62“ 11; 
in conversion 25*5 ; two kinds 
of 94’* 37 ; necessary possible 
33“ 18, 28; nothing n. follows 
from single statement 34* 17, 
40'’ 35. 53*’ 16; conversion of 
n. propositions 25^27; syllo- 
gisms with two n. premisses 
29'’ 29 — 30*14; with one pure 
and one n. premiss 30* 15—32* 
5 ; with one contingent and one 
n. premiss SS* 23 -36'’ 25, 38* 
1 3 — 39* 3, 40“ 4-* 1 6 , conclu- 
sion n. though only one premiss 
n. 30*15. ’’ 9 . 32 * 7 - 

Negation y afhrmatun 13* 37- 
‘• 35 . 17*9,23, 72*14 

Negative term 5 1" 5 — 52" 34. 

Nile 98*31. 

Noun def. 16*19; composite ib. 
23 ; indefinite 10. 30 ; cases of 

ifi** I. 

Number 4’’ »3. 

Objection (frorao-ir) 69*37—70*2, 
73 * 33 . 74 ** 19 - 31 . 76^26, 77‘> 

34-9. 

Opinion 4*23, 66*19; defined 
89“ 4 ; X knowledge 88* 30 — 
89'* 0 ; ti ue X false 89* 24-32. 
Cf. Fact. 

Opposite, four uses of term ii* 
16 — 13“ 35 ; o. propositions, six 
pairs of 19*24 — 20*3. 

Opposition 27* 29, 59“ 6, 63* 24 ; 
of propositions 19" 5 — 20* 10 ; 
of problematic and apodictic 
propositions 32* 22, 37* 9. 

Optics 75* 16, 76*24, 77*2, 78*37. 

Ostensive proof 40*30; jt reduc- 
tio ad tmpesstbile 39* 31, 45* 
26, 36, 62*29—63*22. 

Particulars 100*15 — *1; objects 
of sense-perception x science 
81* 1-9. Cf. Unmet sal, Sense- 
perception. 

Peculiar (Uior), v Property ; ap- 
plied to elements in essent1.1l 
nature 91*15, 92*8. 

Perception, v Sense-pet cep! ton. 


Persian war 94*36. 

Petitio ptitiLipn 41*8, 64* 2b 

65*37- 

Phocuns 69* 2. 

Pittacus 70“ 16, 26 

Place 2*1, II* II. 

Plato, reference to Meno 67*21, 
71*29, (Euthydemiii) 74*23, 
\lheatetus) 76*25; method 
of division 46* 31. Cf 1 01 ms. 

Position 3*2, 11*9. 

Positive ' piivative 12*26—13* 
36. 

Possibility 21*35, ’’*2, 23*7, 32* 
16-* 37, 36* 26—37* 18 ; def. 
32* 1 8, cf. 33* 30, 34* 27 ; mean- 
ings of 22*15, 25*37, ”15. 3*" 
8. 32*4. 33*3. 37*15. conver- 
sion in mode ot 25* 37, 32* 29, 
33*8,35*35, syllogisms with 
two contingent premisses 32* 
38-33*24, 36*26-37*18, 39* 
4-* 6, with one contingent 
and one pure premiss 33* 25 — 
35*22, 37*19-38*12, 39 * 7 — 
40* 3 ; with one contingent and 
one necessary premiss 35* 23— 
36*25, 38*13-39*3. 40 * 4 - 
*16. 

Postulate, illegitimate (.hypothesis 
76*23, 30-4 

Potentiality, various senses of 22" 
36-23*18. 

Practical wisdom {tjtpvyqisii) 89*8. 

Predetermination of future events 
19*7-22. 

Predication 24* 17, 26, 25*20, 26“ 

17, 32 '’ 2 S. 41*15. 43*25. '’17. 

48^40, 49*16; natural ( ac- 
cidental 81*24-9, 82*20, 83* 
1-20 ; possibility of infinite 
senes of 8i* 30— 84*2 ; implies 
single subject and single attri- 
bute 83* 22, * 17 : senes of 
{a-va-Toixia) 79* 7, 8 1 * 21 , 87* 
6, 14. 

Premiss {trporams), def. 24* 16 ; 
species of ib. 17, 25* i ; demon- 
strative ( dialectical 24*22; 
number of 42* 32 ; rules for 
selecting 43*20—46*30; pro- 
per form of 71*4; at least two 
required for inference 73* 10 ; 
as elements of conclusion (cf. 
also Resolution) 84*21 ; related 
as whole and part 92* 12; as 
reciprocating with conclusion 
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78*10; necessary )' general 
1' chance 87’’ 19-27 ; false pre- 
misses may give true conclusion 
75* 4i 78“ 7i 88* 30 ; non-neces- 
sary premisses may give neces- 
sary conclusion 75*3 : as basic 
truth (lipxTi), = an immediate 
proposition (npoTacris) 72* 7 ; 
must be true, primary (and 
indemonstrable 76* 16), better 
known than, cause of, conclu- 
sion 7i’'si-3, necessary 73*24, 
essential 74'>j‘-i2, 75 * 30 , 
homogeneous with conclusion 
87*’ 1-4; equal in number to 
middle terms 84*> 21 ; not much 
fewer than conclusions 88*" 3-7 ; 
none common to all sciences 6* 
17, 88* 18-*’ 39; as definitions 
75’’ 3, 90'’ 24 ; as unit of demon- 
stration 84’' 36 — 85* I ; negative 
84'’ 29-31 : how the individual 
comes to know them 99’’ 15 — 
ioo'> 17. Cf. Demonstration, 
Basic truth, Knowledge, Intui- 
tion. 

Prime, two meanings of 96 ‘ 35 - 

Prior, five senses of I4*»— '’23 ; 
two senses of 71’’ 33 — 73 * 5 - 

Privation 73’’ 21. 

Privative '( positive terms t2* 
26—13*36, 52* 15. 

Probability (fixo'c) 70* 3. 

Property 43*’ 3 ; peculiar (ISiov) 
73 * 7 , 91* 15, 9 *“ 8, and yin. 
Post, passim. Ql. Attribute. 

Proportion, geometrical 78* i. 
Cf. Altertiation. 

Proposition, simple 17*8,20, 18“ 
8-17; composite 17*9, » 

contrary 17*’ 3 o — 18* I3 ; con- 
tradictory 17*25-37, '■ 17 ; uni- 
versal, particular, indefinite 17* 
38-'’ 16, 24* 17 ; universal 

affirmative 34’’ 26 ; negative 
ib. 30;' particular affirmative 
3^*10, neg. ib. 12, 33, 26’’ 14; 
singular \ universal 43* 25 ; = 
either part of an enunciation 
73* 8 ; immediate ib. ; dialec- 
tical 73* 9 ; demonstrative 72* 
10. Cf. Premiss. 

ProsVllogism 43*’ 5, 53* 40, 66* 25, 
82" 26, 86*> 23. 

Pythagoreans 94’' 33. 

Quality i’’ 26, 29, 8'* 25 — 11*38; 


(iroiiiri;;) not predicable of a 
quality 82* 36. 

Quantification of predicate 43^ 17, 

Quantity i'’26, 38, 4'>20 — 6*35; 
discrete X continuous 4'’ 20 ; of 
premisses 47'* 15-40. 

Question, dialectical 2o*’22. 

Questions, four which cover the 
whole sphere of knowledge 89'’ 
21-36 1 these all concern cause 
and middle term 89’’37 — 90* 35. 

Quick wit (dyximia) 8 g“ 10-20. 


Reason, cannot be established 
from false premisses 53’’ 9 , 57 * 
40. 

Reciprocity of correlatives 6'’ 28 — 
y** 14; reciprocal proof 57'’ 18, 

59*32. 

Reductio ad impossibile 28* 15, 
29*35, ”6, 34 * 3 , 36*22, 37*9, 
41*21, 45*33—46*2, 50*29- 
38, 61*17— 63’>2I, 77*22; X 
conversion 6 i*' 3 i ; X ostensive 
proof 62'* 39— 63'‘ 22 ; X affir- 
mative demonstration 87* 38 - 
30: X negative demonstration 
lb. 1-38. 


Reduction 40’' 17 — 41’’ 5 , 50'* 5 — 
5i'> 2, 69* 20-36 ; by conversion 
27*6, 28* 19, 29* 30, and Pr, 
passim ; per impossibile 37*38, 
28” 1 7, and An. Pr. passim ; all 
syllogisms reducible to univer- 
sal moods of fig. I 39'’ I, 41’’ 
3; reduction of arguments to 
figures and moods of syllogism 
46'>4o-5o^4- , „ 

Refutation 66*’ 4->7 ; X proof 42’’ 

27-43” 38., 

Relation i'’3q. 

Relative 5** 16, 6* 36—8’’ 24. 

Relatives, such in virtue of refer- 
ence to something external 6* 


37 - 

Resolution 78* 7 ; of composite 
predicates 21* 18. 

Rhetoric 71*9. 


Sardis 94'’ i. 

Science 33*>i8, 46*3; the more 
abstract the more accurate 87* 
31-7 ; expansion by apposition 
78* 14-31, 86*’ 5, by interposi- 
tion 88*’ 6 (cf. Close-packing ) ; 
one science one genus 87*38- 


824201 


z 
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i>4 subalternate sciences 75'’ 

14- 16, 76 '* 9 -i 5 i 78’' 36— 79* 16. 
Cf Demomtratwn, Knowledge 

Scythians 78'’ 30. 

Self-evident 64** 36, 6s“g. 

Sense, loss of a 81*38-’’ 9 

Sense-perception 7“3S, 8*1 12, 
SO* I, 78*35; defined gg*" 35 , 
V knowledge 8i*>6, 86*30, 87*’ 
28—88* 17 ; conn, with induc- 
tion 81* 38-'’ 9, too’’ s , Its 
development into memory 96** 
36 — 100*3, content of 87'’ 29, 
too’* 17. 

Sentence 16’’ 26— 17*7, def 16’* 
26. 

Sequence of being 14* 30, 35, '>12, 
15*6, in propositions express- 
ing contingency, necessity, im- 
possibility, 8ec. 22* 14—23* 26 

Sign 70*3; proof through 75*33, 
99 * 3 - 

Simultaneity, kinds of 14’’ 24 — 1 5* 
12 ; s. of most correlatives 
7** 15; simultaneous by nature 
15*8. 

Sophistic argument 71*30 Cf. 
Knowledge. 

Soul, discourse within 76^ 25 , 
growth of knowledge in 99’’ 

15— loo*'i7. 

Space, a quantity 5* 6 

Species, secondary substance 2* 

14, ’’7, 29; how related to 
genus 2’’ 7, 19 ; simultaneous 
14’’ 33 i uni vocally predicated of 
individual 3* 33-'’ 9 , tnfima 
96** 20 ; as definable form ib 23 
and 96* 20 — gy** 39 pasam. Cf 
Genus, Definihon, Subject 

Speech, a quantity 4’’ 32. 

Slate i’>27. 

Stereometry 78’’ 38. 

Subject 1*20, 2*12, 3*8, primary 
s. of demonstration 73'’ 39 — 74* 
3 ; as reciprocating with predi- 
cate 82* 1 5-20; as tnfima species 
passim ; as element in defini- 
tion of a substance 83'’ 26 ; as 
substratum {vnoKtifttiov) yifi 9, 
81^28, 83*6, 13, 12, 22 ; sub- 
ject-genus 75* 39-’’ I, 76* 12. 

Substance (ovo-ui) 1^27, 2* n — 
4'> 19, primary 2* 1 1, 35, ■> 5, 3>> 
*5, 8* 15, 23* 24 ; secondary 2* 
14, 7 ; basis of all predication 
2* 34, 1 5 ; as a ‘ this some- 


what' (rofie Ti) 3’’ 10, 73’’ 7 , Syl* 
29 : as tnfima species 73* 32 
and An Post passim , essen- 
tially definable 83’’ 5 Cf Pc- 
finition, See 

Substiatum, v. Subject 

Syllogism def 24’’ 18 , demon- 
stration 24*27, 25’* 27, 71’* 22, 
Si** 18-23 , perfect x imperfect 
24’' 22, 25*35, 26'* 29, 27*16, 
28 * 4 , 29* iSi 30, 33*20, 34*1, 
42* 33 , valid 27* 2, 28* i6, 41’’ 
33 , indirect 29* tg, 53* 3 , os- 
trnsive X hypothetical 40’’ 27 , 
hypothetical 41* 38, 45'’ 15, 50* 

1 6-’’ 4 ; inductive 68’* 15; all s. 
reducible to universal moods of 
fig 1 ag** I, 40’’ 19 , depends on 
universal without temporal limi- 
tation 34!* 7 , every s requires 
three terms 40’* 30, 41’* 36, two 
premisses 42* 32 ; one premiss 
must be affirmative 41’* 6, and 
one universal ib. 7 ; fundamen- 
tals of 81 1* 10-15 ; dialectical 
7t* 5 : figures of, ist 79* 17-32, 
80*27 — 81*5, 85*8; 2nd 78'* 
24, 79 *, »S. 81* 5 . 82’* 13-20, 85* 
4-8, go* 6 ; 3rd 79*27, 

8, 85“ 10, go'* 7 syllogistic 
questions 77* 36-" 33 

Term, def. 24’* 16 , major, minor, 
middle in fig. 1 25'* 35, 26*21, 
in fig 11 26*^, in hg 111 28* 
12; middle 40'’ 30, 41*40, 42’* 
6, 46* 40, 47* 38 ; importance 
of setting out terms well 47’’ 
40—48* 28 ; terms may be re- 
lated in various ways indicated 
by oblique cases 48* 40—49* 5 ! 
should be stated in nominative, 
but premisses must be undei- 
stood with reference to cases 
of terms 48'’ 40 , rules for set- 
ting out t. in which sbme quali- 
fication or condition is intro- 
duced 49* ii-'’2. 

Thebans 69* i. 

Ihesis 72*14-24. 

‘This somewhat’, cf. Substance. 

Thunder 93* 22, 94* 5, ’* 32 

Time 2*2, ii'*io, a quantity 5* 
6 

Iriangle, as subject passim \ as 
property (’} 71* 14, 76*35, cf. 
93 *’ 31 - 
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Truth and falsity of propositions 
16*9-18, 18*26, 24'* 6; refer- 
ring to future 18*33; always 
self-consistent 47* 8 ; from true 
premisses what is false cannot 
be inferred 53’’ 7 ; from what is 
false a true conclusion may be 
drawn 53’* 4 — 57’’ 17, but it is 
not necessitated 57*40. 

Unity, numerical t’’6; of mean- 
ing 20’’ 15; conjunct X immedi- 
ate 93'>35. 

Universal 17*38 ; u, proposition 
24* 18, ’* 27 ; X individual as 
subject of proposition 43* 25 ; 
in syllogism one premiss must 
be u. 41’’ 6 , 47’’ 26 ; u. condu- 
sions most difficult to estab- 
lish, easiest to overthrow 43* 1 ; 


knowledge of u, X particular 
67* 17 ; implicit in particular 
71* 7 ; explidt in particular 
71*18; X particular 79*51 
grasped by induction 8i’> 2. 
Cf. Attribute, Demonstration, 
Knowledge, Premiss, &c. 

Univocal terms i*6, 3*34, ’’7. 

Verb 19'’12; def. 16’’ 6; indefi- 
nite ib. 14, 191* 10; terms of ib. 
16; verbal nouns and adjec- 
tives ib. 19. 

Whole, inclusion in a 24^ 26, 25’' 
32( S3* 21- 

Words, spoken 16*3 ; written ib. 4. 

Zeno 65’’ 18. 
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PREFACE 


The following translation of the Topics and Sophistici 
Elenchi was begun upon the basis of Bekker’s text, and 
though Strache’s recension (edited by Wallies) certainly 
improves upon it at many points, I have not found reason 
to abandon the earlier text as a whole. A different reading 
from Bekker, where adopted, is indicated in a foot-note. In 
addition to the Greek commentaries and the anonymous 
paraphrase of Sophistici Elenchi, I have used the Latin 
translation and commentary of Pacius, and the editions of 
Buhle and Waitz. Of modern translations of the whole work, 
the most useful have been those of Kirchmann, St. Hilaire, 
and Rolfes. For the Sophistici Elenchi I have further had 
the advantage of Poste's edition and of the free paraphrase 
which serves for translation therein ; also of some notes of 
the late Professor Cook Wilson (kindly lent me by Lt.-Col. 
A. S. L. Farquharson), principally on some points of 
mathematical theory. I am very much indebted to Mr. 
W. D. Ross for many useful criticisms and suggestions, 
and to my wife and Miss D. M. Hall for much tedious but 
invaluable labour in typing the translation and in the con- 
struction of the index. 




TOPICA 


CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTORY (Book I, ch. 1-3) 

Book I. 

ch. I. Programme of treatise. 

2. Uses of treatise. 

3. Ideal aimed at. 

A. SUBJECTS AND MATERIALS OF DIS- 
CUSSIONS (Book I, ch. 4-12) 

4. Subjects (Problems) and materials (Propositions) classified into 

four groups according to nature of Predicable concerned. 

5. The four Predicables. 

6. How far to be treated separately. 

7. Different kinds of sameness. 

8. Twofold proof of division of Predicables. 

9. The ten Categories and their relation to the Predicables. 

10. Dialectical Propositions. 

1 1. Dialectical Problems Theses. 

12. Dialectical Reasoning )( Induction. 

B. THE SUPPLY OF ARGUMENTS 
(Book I, ch. 13-Book VII) 

13. Four sources of arguments 

14. (1) How to secure propositions. 

15. (2) „ distinguish ambiguous meanings. 

(3) II note differences. 

I?' (4) II 11 resemblances. 

18. The special uses of the last three processes. 


Commonplace Rules respecting Predications 
(a) Of Accident, (i) Universal Predications (Books II-IIIi ch. S) 
Part /Simple predications 0/ Accidents genet ally (Book II) 

Book il. 

ch. I. Proposed plan of treatment. 

2. Various rules. 

3. Rules for dealing with Ambiguity. 

4. Various rules. 

5. Rules for diverting the argument. 

6. Various rules. 

7. Rules drawn from contraries. 
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TOPIC A 


Book II. 

ch. 8. Rules drawn from different modes of opposition, or kinds of 
opposite. 

9. Rules drawn from co-ordinates and inflexions, from contraries, 
and from processes or agents whereby things come to be or 
are destroyed. 

10. Rules drawn from likeness between things or their relations, 

and from variations in degree. 

1 1. Rules for arguing (a) from the results of adding things together 

to the character of the things ; {b) from qualified to simple 
or absolute predications. 


Part II— Comparative predications of Value-predicates of K or ^ 


(Book III, cb. 1-3) 

Book III. 

bh. I. Various rules; including rules drawn from nature of subjects 
to which A or B belong (116'’ 12-23) ; or from consideration 
of ends and means (i 16*’ 32-36). 

2. Various rules; including rules drawn from consideration of 

antecedents and consequences (117'^ 5-15); of numbers 
(tl7* 16-25); of times and seasons (117*26-37); of self- 
sufficiency (il7*37-'’2) ; of destructions, losses, contraries, 
production,andacquisition (117’* 3-9) ; of some ideal pattern 
(117*' 10-37). 

3. Various rules ; including rules drawn from comparison with 

some common standard (118^1-4) ; from result of adding 
A and B to. Or subtracting them from, some other thing of 
known value (118^ 10-19) i from comparison of grounds for 
desiring .A or B (118'’ 30-36). 


Part IlJ—Simple predications of Value-predicates 
(Book III, ch. 4) 

4. How to adapt previous rules. 


Part IV— Comparative predications of Accidents generally 
(Book III, ch. 5) 

5. Various rules. 


(ii) Particular Predications (Book III, ch. 6) 

6. How to adapt the previous rules (119*32-120*5). 

Proof and disproof how affected by definiteness or indefinite- 
ness of thesis (120*6-31). 

How to adapt the previous rules, continued (120* 32-I’ 7). 


CONTENTS vii 

(i) Of Genus (Book IV) 

Book IV. 

ch. 1-2. Various rules. 

3. Various rules ; including rules from contraries, useful for dis* 

proof (las'* 1-124“ a), and for proof (124*3-10); from in- 
flexions and co-ordinates (124* 10-14). 

4. Various rules ; including rules from likeness of relations (124* 

15-19) ; from processes or agents of generation and destruc- 
tion (124*20-30); from capacities and uses of things (124* 
3i~34) i from opposition between states and their pnvations 
(i 24*3S-*>6); from contradictory oppositions (124'>7-I4); 
from relative oppositions (124'* 15-34) ; from inflexions (i24*> 
35-125*4): also special rules applying where genus and 
sfMcies are relative terms (125* 5-'‘ 14). 

5. Various rules ; including special rules applying where genus 

or species is a state, or a capacity or an affection. 

6. Various rules ; including rules from variations in degree, useful 

for disproof (127** 18-36) and for proof (127’’ 37-128* 12) ; 
also rules for distinguishing genus from differentia (128* 20- 

30). 


(f) Or Property (Book V) 

Book V. 

ch. 1. Different kinds of property (t28’> 16-129* 16). 

Suitability of each for discussion (129* 17-31). 

Lines of argument upon each (129*32-33). 

2-3. Rules for testing whether a properly is rendered correctly. 
4-cnd. Rules for testing whether a term belongs as a property at 
all : — 

4. Various rules ; including note on certain sophistical difficulties 

arising from ambiguity of the terms ' same ’ and ‘ different '. 

5. Various rules; including notes on difficulties arising from 

failure to say explicitly how the alleged property belongs 
(134*5-17, 18-25, 26-135*9); and a special rule applying 
to a whole consisting of like parts (135*20-’’ 6). 

6. Rules drawn from different modes of opposition— contrary 

opposition (135’’ 7-16), relative opposition (135’’ 17-26), 
that of a state and its privation (135’’ 27-136* 4), contradic- 
tory opposition, applied to predicates only (136*6-13), fo 
both predicates and subjects (136*14-28), and to subjects 
only (136* 29-'’ 2) ; from co-ordinate members of a division 
(136*3-14). 

7. Rules drawn from inflexions (136* 15-32) ; from relations like 

the relation sieged to be a property (136’’ 33-137*7) ; from 
identity of relations between the alleged property and two 
subjects (137*8-20); from processes of becoming and 
destruction (137* 21-’’ 2); from reference of the alleged 
property to the ‘idea’ of its subject (137'’ 3-13)- 

8. Rules drawn from variations in degree (137’’ 14-138* 29) ; 

from comparison of an attribute-relation that is like the 
alleged property-relation, between a different attribute and 
a different subject (138*30-’’ 5), between the subject of the 
alleged property and a different attribute (138’’ &-15), between 
the alleged property and a different sut>ject(i38’’ 16-22). 

9. Two rules (i38*’27-139* 8, 139*9-20). ' 



viii TOPICA 

(d) Of DiiFiNiTiON (Book VI) 

Book vi. 

ch. I. General division of problems relating to definition (139*24-35). 
Distinction of problems treated and problems yet to be treated 

(i39*36-'’ii)- 

Ritles for testing vihether definition is rendered cortectly,— 
obscurity and redundancy to be avoided (139** 12-18), 

2. Obscurity, how avoided. 

3. Redundancy, how avoided. 

4-end. Rules for testing whether the formula rendered is a definition 
at Al. 

4. Rules to secure that terms of definition shall be prior and 

more intelligible ; how to detect failure in latter respect 
(I4I*' 3-142* 21); m former (i 42 » 22 -’’ 19). 

5. Rules as to genus. 

6 . „ „ differ entia. 

7. Various rules, including rules for testing the definition of 

terms admitting variations in degree (146*3-20). 

8. Rules for testing the definition of a relative term. 

9. Rules for testing the definition of a state (147* 12-22) ; of a 

relative term (147*23-31); of contraries (147*32-’’ 25); of 
a privation (147^26-148*2) or what is confused with one 
(148*3-9!. 

10. Rules drawn from like inflexions (148* 10-13) ; from reference 
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I Our treatise proposes to find a line of inquiry where- i 8 
by we shall be able to reason from opinions that are gen- 
erally accepted about every problem propounded to us, ao 
and also shall ourselves, when standing up to an argument, 
avoid saying anything that will obstruct us. First, then, we 
must say what reasoning is, and what its varieties are, in 
order to grasp dialectical reasoning : for this is the object 
of our search in the treatise before us. 

Now reasoning is an argument in which, certain things as 
being laid down, something other than these necessarily 
comes about through them, (a) It is a ‘demonstration’, 
when the premisses from which the reasoning starts are 
true and primary, or are such that our knowledge of them 
has originally come through premisses which are primary 
and true : {b) reasoning, on the other hand, is ‘ dialectical 3° 
if it reasons from opinions thatare generally accepted. Things 
are ‘ true ’ and ‘ primary ’ which are believed on the strength 100* 
not of anything else but of themselves : for in regard to the 
first principles of science it is improper to ask any further 
for the w'hy and wherefore of them each of the first prin- ao 
ciples should command belief in and by itself. On the other 
hand, those opinions are ‘generally accepted’ which are 
accepted by every one or by the majority or by the philoso- 
phers — i. e. by all, or by the majority, or by the most notable 
and illustrious of them. Again (c), reasoning is ‘contentious’ 
if it starts from opinions that seem to be generally accepted, 
but are not really such, or again if it merely seems to reason as 
from opinions that are or seem to be generally accepted. 

For not every opinion that seems to be generally accepted 
actually is generally accepted. For in none of the opinions 
which we call generally accepted is the illusion entirely on 
the surface, as happens in the case of the principles of con- 
tentious arguments ; for the nature of the fallacy in these is 
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30 obvious immediately, and as a rule even to persons with 
101“ little power of 'comprehension. So then, of the contentious 
reasonings mentioned, the former really deserves to be called 
‘ reasoning ’ as well, but the other should be called ‘ conten- 
tious reasoning’, but not ‘reasoning’, since it appears to 
reason, but does not really do so. 

5 Further {d), besides all the reasonings we have mentioned 
there are the mis-reasonings that start from the premisses 
peculiar to the special sciences, as happens (for example) in 
the case of geometry and her sister sciences. For this form 
of reasoning appears to differ from the reasonings mentioned 
above ; the man who draws a false figure reasons from things 
10 that are neither true and primary, nor yet generally accepted. 
For he does not fall within the definition ; he does not assume 
opinions that are received either by every one or by the 
majority or by philosophers — that is to say, by all, or by 
most, or by the most illustrious of them — ^but he conducts 
his reasoning upon assumptions which, though appropriate 
15 to the science in question, are not true; for he effects his 
mis-reasoning either by describing the semicircles wrongly 
or by drawing certain lines in a way in which they could 
not be drawn. 

The foregoing must stand for an outline survey of the 
species of reasoning. In general, in regard both to all that 
aowe have already discussed and to those which we shall 
discuss later, we may remark that that amount of distinction 
between them may serve, because it is not our purpose to 
give the exact definition of any of them ; we merely want 
to describe them in outline ; we consider it quite enough 
from the point of view of the line of inquiry before us to be 
able to recognize each of them in some sort of way. 

as Next in order after the foregoing, we must say for how a 
many and for what purposes the treatise is useful. They 
are three — intellectual training, casual encounters, and the 
philosophical sciences. That it is useful as a training is 
obvious on the face of it. The possession of a plan of inquiry 
30 will enable us more easily to argue about the subject pro- 
posed, For purposes of casual encounters, it is useful because 
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when we have counted up the opinions held by most people, 
we shall meet them on the ground not of other people’s 
convictions but of their own, while we shift the ground of 
any argument that they appear to us to state unsoundly. 

For the study of the philosophical sciences it is useful, 
because the ability to raise searching difficulties on both 35 
sides of a subject will make us detect more easily the truth 
and error about the several points that arise. It has a further 
use in relation to the ultimate bases of the principles used 
in the several sciences.^ For it is impossible to discuss them 
at all from the principles proper to the particular science in 
hand, seeing that the principles are the prius of everything 
else ; it is through the opinions generally held on the par- loi’’ 
ticular points that these have to be discussed, and this task 
belongs properly, or most appropriately, to dialectic: for 
dialectic is a process of criticism wherein lies the path to 
the principles of all inquiries. 

3 We shall be in perfect possession of the way to proceed s 

when we are in a position like that which we occupy in 
regard to rhetoric and medicine and faculties of that kind : 
this means the doing of that which we choose with the 
materials that are available. For it is not every method 
that the rhetorician will employ to persuade, or the doctor 
to heal ; still, if he omits none of the available means, we 
shall say that his grasp of the science is adequate. 10 

4 First, then, we must see of what parts our inquiry con- 
sists. Now if we were to grasp (a) with reference to how 
many, and what kind of, things arguments take place, and 
with what materials they start, and (^) how we are to 
become well supplied with these, we should have sufficiently 
won our goal. Now the materials with which arguments 
start are equal in number, and are identical, with the sub- 
jects on which reasonings take place. For arguments start 15 
with ‘ propositions ’, while the subjects on which reasonings 
take place are ‘ problems ’. Now every proposition and 

' Or (omitting ap^u)' in 1 . 37 with B corr. and C) ‘in relation to the 
ultimate bases of the several sciences ’. 
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every problem indicates either a genus or a peculiarity or 
an accident — for the differentia too, applying as it does to 
a class (or genus), should be ranked together with the genus. 
Since, however, of what is peculiar to anything part signifies 
ao its essence, while part does not, let us divide the ‘ peculiar ’ 
into both the aforesaid parts, and call that part which 
indicates the essence a ‘ definition ’, while of the remainder 
let us adopt the terminology which is generally current 
about these things, and speak of it as a ‘ property What 
we have said, then, makes it clear that according to our 
present division, the elements turn out to be four, all told, 
as namely either property or definition or genus or accident. 
Do not let any one suppose us to mean that each of these 
enunciated by itself constitutes a proposition or problem, 
but only that it is from these that both problems and 
^ propositions are formed. The difference between a problem 
and a proposition is a difference in the turn of the phrase. 
30 For if it be put in this way, ‘ “ An animal that walks on two 
feet ” is the definition of man, is it not ? ’ or Animal ” is 
the genus of man, is it not ? ’ the result is a proposition : 
but if thus, ‘ Is " an animal that walks on two feet ” a defini- 
tion of man or no ? ’ [or ‘ Is “ animal ” his genus or no ? ’] ’ the 
result is a problem. Similarly too in other cases. Naturally, 

35 then, problems and propositions are equal in number : for 
out of every proposition you will make a problem if you 
change the turn of the phrase. 

We must now say what are ‘ definition ’, ‘ property ’, 5 
‘ genus ’, and ‘ accident A ‘ definition ’ is a phrase signi- 
fying a thing’s essence. It is rendered in the form either of 
loa* a phrase in lieu of a term, or of a phrase in lieu of another 
phrase ; for it is sometimes possible to define the meaning 
of a phrase as well. People whose rendering consists of 
a term only, try it as they may, clearly do. not render the 
definition of the thing in question, because a definition is 
5 always a phrase of a certain kind. One may, however, use 
the word ‘ definitory ’ also of such a remark as ‘ The “ be- 
coming ” is “ beautiful ” ’, and likewise also of the question, 

‘ ioi*> 33. The words xat . . . (vriv do not occur in the best MSS. 
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‘ Are sensation and knowledge the same or dififerent ? for 
argument about definitions is mostly concerned with ques- 
tions of sameness and difference. In a word we may call 
‘ definitory ’ everything that falls under the same branch of 
inquiry as definitions ; and that all the above-mentioned lo 
examples are of this character is clear on the face of them. 

For if we are able to argue that two things are the same or 
are 'different, we shall be well Supplied by the same turn of 
argument with lines of attack upon their definitions as well : 
for when we have shown that they are not the same we shall 
have demolished the definition. Observe, please, that the 
converse of this last statement does not hold : for to show 15 
that they arc the same is not enough to establish a definition. 

To show, however, that they are not the same is enough 
of itself to overthrow it. 

A * property ’ is a predicate which does not indicate the 
essence of a thing, but yet belongs to that thing alone, and 
is predicated convertibly of it. Thus it is a property of man 
to be capable of learning grammar : for if A be a man, then ao 
he is capable of learning grammar, and if he be capable of 
learning grammar, he is a man. For no one calls anything 
a ‘ property ’ which may possibly belong to something else, 
e. g. ‘ sleep ’ in the case of man, even though at a certain 
time it may happen to belong to him alone. That is to say, 
if any such thing were actually to be called a property, it as 
will be called not a ‘property' absolutely, but a ‘tem- 
porary’ or a ‘relative’ property: for ‘being on the right 
hand side ’ is a temporary property, while ‘ two-footed ’ is 
in point of fact ascribed as a property in certain relations ; 
e. g. it is a property of man relatively to a horse and 
a dog. That nothing which may belong to anything else 
than A is a convertible predicate of A is clear: for it 
does not necessarily follow that if something is asleep it is 30 
a man. 

A ‘ genus ’ is what is predicated in the category of essence 
of a number of things exhibiting differences in kind. We 
should treat as predicates in the category of essence all such 
things as it would be appropriate to mention in reply to the 
question, ‘ What is the object before you ? ’ ; as, for example. 
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35 in the case of man, if asked that question, it is appropriate 
to say ‘ He is an animal The question, ‘ Is one thing in 
the same genus as another or in a different one ? ’ is also 
a ‘ generic ’ question ; for a question of that kind as well 
falls under the same branch of inquiry as the genus : for 
having argued that ‘ animal ’ is the genus of man, and likewise 
also of ox, we shall have argued that they are in the same 
loa** genus ; whereas if we show that it is the genus of the one 
but not of the other, we shall have argued that these things 
are not in the same genus. 

An ‘ accident ’ is (i) something which, though it is none 
S of the foregoing — i. e. neither a definition nor a property nor 
a genus — yet belongs to the thing: (a) something which 
may possibly either belong or not belong to any one and the 
self-same thing, as (e. g.) the ‘ sitting posture ’ may belong or 
not belong to some self-same thing. Likewise also ‘ white- 
ness ’, for there is nothing to prevent the same thing being 
at one time white) and at another not white. Of the defini- 
10 tions of accident the second is the better : for if he adopts 
the first, any one is bound, if he is to understand it, to know 
already what ‘ definition ’ and ‘ genus ’ and ‘ property ’ are, 
whereas the second is sufficient of itself to tell us the essential 
meaning of the term in question. To Accident a.'e to be 
15 attached also all comparisons of things together, when 
expressed in language that is drawn in any kind of way 
from what happens {accidif) to be true of them ; such as, 
for example, the question, ‘ Is the honourable or the expe- 
dient preferable ? ’ and ‘ Is the life of virtue or the life of 
self-indulgence the pleasanter?’, and any other problem 
which may happen to be phrased in terms like these. For 
in all such cases the question is ’ to which of the two does 
ao the predicate in question happen {accidit) to belong more 
closely ? ’ It is clear on the face of it that there is nothing 
to prevent an accident from becoming a temporary or a 
relative property. Thus the sitting posture is an accident, 
but will be a temporary property, whenever a man is the 
only person sitting, while if he be not the only one sitting, 
it is still a property relatively to those who are not sitting. 
25 So then, there is nothing to prevent an accident from be- 
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coming both a relative and a temporary property; but 
a property absolutely it will never be. 

6 We must not fail to observe that all remarks made in 
criticism of a * property ’ and ‘ genus ’ and ‘ accident ’ will be 
applicable to ‘ definitions ’ as well. For when we have shown 
that the attribute in question fails to belong only to the term 
defined, as we do also in the case of a property, or that the 30 
genus rendered in the definition is not the true genus, or that 
any of the things mentioned in the phrase used does not 
belong, as would be remarked also in the case of an accident, 
we shall have demolished the definition ; so that, to use the 
phrase previously employed,^ all the points we have enumer- 
ated might in a certain sense be called ‘definitory’. But 35 
we must not on this account expect to find a single line of 
inquiry which will apply universally to them all : for this is 
not an easy thing to find, and, even were one found, it would 
be very obscure indeed, and of little service for the treatise 
before us. Rather, a special plan of inquiry must be laid 
down for each of the classes we have distinguished, and then, 
starting from the rules that are appropriate in each case, it 
will probably be easier to make our way right through the 103“ 
task before us. So then, as was said before,* we must outline 

a division of our subject, and other questions we must relegate 
each to the particular branch to which it most naturally 
belongs, speaking of them as ‘ definitory ' and ‘ generic ' 
questions. The questions I mean have practically been 
already assigned to their several branches. 3 

7 First of all we must define the number of sen. 2s borne 
by the term ‘Sameness’. Sameness would be generally 
regarded as falling, roughly speaking, into three divisions. 

We generally apply the term numerically or specifically or 
generically — numerically in cases where there is more than 
one name but only one thing, e. g. ' doublet ' and ‘ cloak ' ; 10 
specifically, where there is more than one thing, but they 
present no differences in respect of their species, as one man 
and another, or one horse and another : for things like this 

‘^• 9 . • IOI»S2. 
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that fall under the same species are said to be ‘specifically 
the same’. Similarly, too, those things are called generically 
the same which fall under the same genus, such as a horse 
and a man. It might appear that the sense in which water 
rs from the same spring is called ‘ the same water ’ is somehow 
different and unlike the senses mentioned above : but really 
such a case as this ought to be ranked in the same class with 
the things that in one way or another are called ‘ the same ' 
in view of unity of species. For all such things seem to be 
of one family and to resemble one another. For the reason 
90 why all water is said to be specifically the same as all other 
water is because of a certain likeness it bears to it, and the 
only difference in the case of water drawn from the same 
spring is this, that the likeness is more emphatic: that is 
why we do not distinguish it from the things that in one 
way or another are called ‘ the same ’ in view of unity of 
species. It is generally supposed that the term ‘ the same ’ 
is most used in a sense agreed on by every one when applied 
«S to what is numerically one. But even so, it is apt to be 
rendered in more than one sense ; its most literal and primary 
use is found whenever the sameness is rendered in reference 
to an alternative name or definition, as when a cloak is said 
to be the same as a doublet, or an animal that walks on two 
feet is said to be the same as a man ; a second sense is when it 
is rendered in reference to a property, as when what can 
acquire knowledge is called the samb as a man, and what 
naturally travels upward the same as fire : while a third use 
is found when it is rendered in reference to some term drawn 
30 from Accident, as when the creature who is sitting, or who 
is musical, is called the same as Socrates. For all these 
uses mean to signify numerical unity. That what I have 
just said is true may be best seen where one form of 
appellation is substituted for another. For often when we 
give the order to call one of the people who are sitting down, 
indicating him by name, we change our description, whenever 
35 the person to whom we give the order happens not to 
understand us ; he will, we think, understand better from 
some accidental feature ; so we bid him call to us ‘ the man 
who is sitting ’ or ‘ who is conversing over there ’ — clearly 
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supposing ourselves to be indicating the same object by its 
name and by its accident. 

8 Of ‘ sameness ‘ then, as has been said,' three senses are to loa** 
be distinguished. Now one way to confirm that the elements 
mentioned above are those out of which and through which 
and to which arguments proceed, is by induction : for if 
any one were to survey propositions and problems one by 
one, it would be seen that each was formed either from the 5 
definition of something or from its property or from its 
genus or from its accident. Another way to confirm it is 
through reasoning. For every predicate of a subject must 

of necessity be either convertible with its subject or not : 
and if it is convertible, it would be its definition or property, 
for if it signifies the essence, it is the definition ; if not, it is lo 
a property : for this was * what a property is, viz. what is 
predicated convertibly, but does not signify the essence. If, 
on the other hand, it is not predicated convertibly of the 
thing, it either is or is not one of the terms contained in the 
definition of the subject : and if it be one of those terms, 
then it will be the genus or the differentia, inasmuch as the >5 
definition consists of genus and differentiae ; whereas, if it 
be not one of those terms, clearly it would be an accident, 
for accident was said ® to be what belongs as an attribute to 
a subject without being either its definition or its genus or 
a property. 

9 Next, then, we must distinguish between the classes of «o 
predicates in which the four orders in question are found. 
These are ten in number; Essence, Quantity, Quality, 
Relation, Place, Time, Position, State, Activity, Passivity. 

For the accident and genus and property and definition of 
anything will always be in one of these categories : for all as 
the propositions found through these signify either some- 
thing’s essence or its quality or quantity or some one of the 
other types of predicate. It is clear, too, on the face of it 
that the man who signifies something’s essence signifies 
sometimes a substance, sometimes a quality, sometimes 

* *7. > 102*18. • ioa>>4. 
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some one of the other types of predicate. For when a man 
30 is set before him and he says that what is set there is ‘ a man ' 
or 'an animal’, he states its essence and signifies a substance; 
but when a white colour is set before him and he says that 
what is set there is ‘white’ or is ‘a colour’, he states its 
essence and signifies a quality. Likewise, also, if a magnitude 
of a cubit be set before him and he says that what is set there 
is a magnitude of a cubit, he will be describing its essence and 
35 signifying a quantity. Likewise, also, in the other cases : 
for each of these kinds of predicate, if either it be asserted 
of itself, or its genus be asserted of it, signifies an essence : 
if, on the other hand, one kind of predicate is asserted of 
another kind, it does not signify an essence, but a quantity 
or a quality or one of the other kinds of predicate. Such, 
then, and so many, are the subjects on which arguments 
104* take place, and the materials with which they start. How 
we are to acquire them, and by what means we are to 
become well supplied with them, falls next to be told. 

First, then, a definition must be given of a ‘ dialectical lo 
proposition ’ and a ‘ dialectical problem For it is not 
every proposition nor yet every problem that is to be set 
6 down as dialectical : for no one in his senses would make 
a proposition of what no one holds, nor yet make a problem 
of what is obvious to everybody or to most people : for the 
latter admits of no doubt, while to the former no one would 
assent. Now a dialectical proposition consists in asking 
something that is held by all men or by most men or by the 
philosophers, i.e. either by all, or by most, or by the most 
10 notable of these, provided it be not contrary to the general 
opinion ; for a man would probably assent to the view of 
the philosophers, if it be not contrary to the opinions of most 
men. Dialectical propositions also include views which are 
like those generally accepted ; also propositions which 
contradict the contraries of opinions that are taken to be 
generally accepted,^ and also all opinions that are in accord- 
15 ance with the recognized arts. Thus, supposing it to be 

*• 104* 13-14. Reading rdyayria roit doKoSaiy cVAo^oir tivai (car' am- 
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a general opinion that the knowledge of contraries is the 
same, it might probably pass for a general opinion also 
that the perception of contraries is the same:^ also, 
supposing it to be a general opinion that there is but one 
single science of grammar, it might pass for a general ' 
opinion that there is but one science of flute-playing as 
well, whereas, if it be a general opinion that there is more 
than one science of grammar, it might pass for a general 
opinion that there is more than one science of flute- 
playing as well : for all these seem to be alike and akin, ao 
Likewise, also, propositions contradicting the contraries of 
general opinions will pass as general opinions ; for if it be 
a general opinion that one ought to do good to one’s friends, 
it will also be a general opinion that one ought not to do 
them harm. Here, that one ought to do harm to one’s 
friends is contrary to the general view, and that one ought 
not to do them harm is the contradictory of that contrary. 
Likewise also, if one ought to do good to one’s friends, one »s 
ought not to do good to one’s enemies: this too is the 
contradictory of the view contrary to the general view; 
the contrary being that one ought to do good to one’s 
enemies. Likewise, also, in other cases. Also, on comparison, 
it will look like a general opinion that the contrary 
predicate belongs to the contrary subject : e.g. if one’ ought 
to do good to one’s friends, one ought also to do evil to one’s 3 ^ 
enemies. It might appear also as if doing good to one’s 
friends were a contrary to doing evil to one’s enemies : but 
whether this is or is not so in reality as well will be stated 
in the course of the discussion upon contraries.* Clearly 
also, all opinions that are in accordance with the arts are 
dialectical propositions ; for people are likely to assent to 
the views held by those who have made a study of these 35 
things, e.g. 01; a question of medicine they will agree with 
the doctor, and on a question of geometry with the 
geometrician ; and likewise also in other cases. 

II A dialectical problem is a subject of inquiry that con- 104'* 
tributes either to choice and avoidance, or to truth and 

* I04‘ 16 f. Insert a comma after firurr^fiijv, delete the comma after 
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knowledge, and that either by itself, or as a help to the 
solution of some other such problem. It must, moreover, be 
something on which either people hold no opinion either way, 
or the masses hold a contrary opinion to the philosophers, 
5 or the philosophers to the masses, or each of them among 
themselves. For some problems it is useful to know with 
a view to choice or avoidance, e.g. whether pleasure is to be 
chosen or not, while some it is useful to know merely with 
a view to knowledge, e. g. whether the universe is eternal or 
not : others, again, are not useful in and by themselves for 
either of these purposes, but yet help us in regard to some 
10 such problems ; for there are many things which we do not 
wish to know in and by themselves, but for the sake of other 
things, in order that through them we may come to know 
something else. Problems also include questions in regard 
to which reasonings conflict (the difficulty then being whether 
so-and-so 's so or not, there being convincing arguments for 
IS both views) ; others also in regard to which we have no 
argument because they are so vast, and we find it difficult to 
give our reasons, e, g. the question whether the universe is 
eternal or no: for into questions of that kind too it is 
possible to inquire. 

Problems, then, and propositions are to be defined as 
aforesaid.^ A ‘thesis’ is a supposition of some eminent 
ao philosopher that conflicts with the general opinion ; e.g. the 
view that contradiction is impossible, as Antisthenes said ; 
or the view of Heraclitus that all things are in motion ; or 
that Being is one, as Melissus says : for to take notice when 
any ordinary person expresses view’s contrary to men’s usual 
opinions would be silly. Or it may be a view about which 
we have a reasoned theory contrary to men’s usual opinions, 
aj e.g. the view maintained by the sophists that what is need 
not in every case either have come to be or be eternal : for 
a musician who is a grammarian ‘ is ’ so without ever having 
‘ come to be ’ so, or being so eternally. For even if a man 
does not accept this view, he might do so on the ground 
that it is reasonable. 

Now a ‘ thesis ' also is a problem, though a problem is 
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not always a thesis, inasmuch as some problems are such 30 
that we have no opinion about them either way. That 
a thesis, however, also forms a problem, is clear: for it 
follows of necessity from what has been said that either the 
mass of men disagree with the philosophers about the thesis, 
or that the one or the other class disagree among themselves, 
seeing that the thesis is a supposition in conflict with general 
opinion. Practically all dialectical problems indeed are now 35 
called ' theses But it should make no difference whickever 
description is used ; for our object in thus distinguishing 
them has not been to create a terminology, but to recognize 
what differences happen to be found between them. 105* 

Not every problem, nor every thesis, should be examined, 
but only one which might puzzle one of those who need 
argument, not punishment or perception. For people who 5 
are puzzled to know whether one ought to honour the gods 
and love one’s parents or not need punishment, while those 
who are puzzled to know whether snow is white or not need 
perception. The subjects should not border too closely 
upon the sphere of demonstration, nor yet be too far 
removed from it : for the former cases admit of no doubt, 
while the latter involve difficulties too great for the art of 
the trainer. 

12 Having drawn these definitions, we must distinguish how 10 
many species there are of dialectical arguments. There is 
on the one hand Induction, on the other Reasoning. Now 
what reasoning is has been said before:^ induction is 

a passage from individuals to universals, e.g. the argument 
that supposing the skilled pilot is the most effective, and 
likewise the .skilled charioteer, then in general the skilled 15 
man is the best at his particular task. Induction is the 
more convincing and clear: it is more readily learnt by 
the use of the senses, and is applicable generally to the mass 
of men, though Reasoning is more forcible and effective 
against contradictious people. 

13 The classes, then, of things about which, and of things out 20 
of which, arguments are constructed, are to be distinguished 

* 100*25. 



I05* TOPICA 

in the way we have said before. The means whereby we 
are to become well supplied with reasonings^ are four: 

(i) the securing of propositions ; (a) the power to distinguish 
in how many senses a particular expression is used ; (3) the 
discovery of the differences of things ; (4) the investigation 
as of likeness. The last three, as well, are in a certain sense 
propositions : for it is possible to make a proposition 
corresponding to each of them, e.g. (i) ‘The desirable may 
mean either the honourable or the pleasant or the expedient’ ; 
and (a) ' Sensation differs from knowledge in that the latter 
may be recovered again after it has been lost, while the 
30 former cannot ’ ; and (3) ‘ The relation of the healthy to 
health is like that of the vigorous to vigour’. The first 
proposition depends upon the use of one term in several 
senses, the second upon the differences of things, the third 
upon their likenesses. 

Propositions should be selected in a number of ways 14 
corresponding to the number of distinctions drawn in regard 
33 to the proposition : * thus one may first take in hand the 
opinions held by all or by most men or by the philosophers, 
i.e. by all, or most, or the most notable of them ; or opinions 
105*’ contrary to those that seem to be generally held ; and, again, 
all opinions that are in accordance with the arts. We must 
make propositions also of the contradictories of opinions 
contrary to those that seem to be generally held, as was laid 
down before. It is useful also to make them by selecting 
not only those opinions that actually are accepted, but also 
S those that are like these, e.g, ‘The perception of contraries 
is the same’ — the knowledge of them being so — and ‘we 
see by admission of something into ourselves, not by an 
emission ’ ; for so it is, too, in the case of the other senses ; 
for in hearing we admit something into ourselves ; we do not 
emit ; and we taste in the same way. Likewise also in the 
10 other cases. Moreover, all statements that seem to be true 
in ail or in most cases, should be taken as a principle or 
accepted position ; for they are posited by those who do not 

’ 105* 32 . Omit Kai Tuv firayoyav, 
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also see what exception there may be.* We should select 
also from the written handbooks of argument, and should 
draw up sketch-lists of them upon each several kind of 
subject, putting them down under separate headings, e.g. 

‘ On Good ’, or ‘ On Life ’ — and that ‘ On Good ' should deal 15 
with every form of good, beginning with the category of 
essence. In the margin, too, one should indicate also the 
opinions of individual thinkers, e.g. ‘ Empedocles said that 
the elements of bodies were four ’ : for any one might assent 
to the saying of some generally accepted authority. 

Of propositions and problems there are — to comprehend 
the matter in outline — three divisions : for some are ethical ao 
propositions, some are on natural philosophy, while some 
are logical. Propositions such as the following are ethical, 
e.g. * Ought one rather to obey one’s parents or the laws, if 
they disagree? ’ ; such as this are logical, e.g. ‘ Is the know- 
ledge of opposites the same or not ? ’ ; while such as this are 
on natural philosophy, e.g. ‘ Is the universe eternal or not ? ’ as 
Likewise also with problems. The nature of each of the 
aforesaid kinds of proposition is not easily rendered in 
a definition, but we have to try to recognize each of them 
by means of the familiarity attained through induction, 
examining them in the light of the illustrations given above. 

For purposes of philosophy we must treat of these things 30 
according to their truth, but for dialectic only with an eye 
to general opinion. Ail propositions should be taken in 
their most universal form ; then, the one should be made into 
many. E. g. ‘ The knowledge of opposites is the same' ; next, 
‘The knowledge of contraries is the same’, and that ‘of 
relative terms ’. In the same way these two should again 
be divided, as long as division is possible, e.g. the knowledge 35 
of ‘ good and evil ’, of ‘ white and black ’, or ‘ cold and hot ’. 
Likewise also in other cases. 

15 On the formation, then, of propositions, the above remarks 106* 
are enough. As regards the number of senses a term bears, 
we must not only treat of those terms which bear different 
senses, but we must also try to render their definitions ; 

* Reading id 1 . 12 cirl rivos. 
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e.g. we must not merely say that justice and courage are 
5 called ‘ good ’ in one sense, and that what conduces to vigour 
and what conduces to health are called so in another, but 
also that the former are so called because of a certain in- 
trinsic quality they themselves have, the latter because they 
are productive of a certain result and not because of any 
intrinsic quality in themselves. Similarly also in other cases. 

Whether a term bears a number of specific meanings or 
lo one only, may be considered by the following means. First, 
look and see if its contrary bears a number of meanings, 
whether the discrepancy between them be one of kind or one 
of names. For in some cases a difference is at once displayed 
even in the names ; e. g. the contrary of ‘ sharp ’ in the case 
of a note is ‘ flat ’, while in the case of a solid edge it is ‘ dull ’. 
Clearly, then, the contrary of* sharp ’ bears several meanings, 
15 and if so, so also does ‘sharp’ ; for corresponding to each of 
the former terms the meaning of its contrary will be different. 
For ‘ sharp ’ will not be the same when contrary to ‘ dull ’ 
and to * flat ’, though * sharp ’ is the contrary of each. Again 
pap£ (‘flat’, ‘heavy’) in the case of a note has ‘sharp’ as 
its contrary, but in the case of a solid mass * light so that 
Pap V is used with a number of meanings, 'inasmuch as its 
ao contrary also is so used. Likewise, also, ‘ fine ’ as applied 
to a picture has ‘ ugly ’ as its contrary, but, as applied to 
a house, ‘ ramshackle ’ ; so that * fine ’ is an ambiguous term. 

In some cases there is no discrepancy of any sort in the 
names used, but a difference of kind between the meanings 
is at once obvious : e. g. in the case of ‘ clear ’ and 
95 ‘ obscure’ ^ : for sound is called ‘ clear’ and ‘obscure ’, just 
as ‘ colour ’ is too. As regards the names, then, there is no 
discrepancy, but the difference in kind between the meanings 
is at once obvious : for colour is not called ‘ clear ’ in a like 
sense to sound. This is plain also through sensation : for 
of things that are the same in kind we have the same 
30 sensation, whereas we do not judge clearness by the same 
sensation in the case of sound and of colour, but in the 
latter case we judge by sight, in the former by hearing. 
Likewise also with ‘ sharp ’ and ‘ dull ’ in regard to flavours 
‘ Lit. ‘ white ’ (\tvK 6 r) and ‘ black ’ (ficXar). 
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and solid edges : here in the latter case we judge by touch, 
but in the former by taste. For here again there is no 
discrepancy in the names used, in the case either of the 
original terms or of their contraries : for the contrary also 35 
of sharp in either sense is ‘ dull 

Moreover, see if one sense of a term has a contrary, 
while another has absolutely none; e. g. the pleasure of 
drinking has a contrary in the pain of thirst, whereas the 
pleasure of seeing that the diagonal is incommensurate with 
the side has none, so that ‘ pleasure ’ is used in more than 106** 
one sense. To ‘love’ also, used of the frame of mind, has 
to ‘ hate ’ as its contrary, while as used of the physical 
activity (kissing) it has none ; clearly, therefore, to ‘ love ’ 
is an ambiguous term. Further, see in regard to their 
intermediates, if some meanings and their contraries have 
an intermediate, while others have none, or if both have 5 
one but not the same one, as e. g. ‘ clear ’ and ‘ obscure ’ in 
the case of colours have ‘grey’ as an intermediate, whereas 
in the case of sound they have none, or, if they have, it is 
‘harsh’, as some people say that a harsh sound is inter- 
mediate. ‘ Clear ’, then, is an ambiguous term, and likewise 
alsso ‘ obscure ’. See, moreover, if some of them have more 
than one intermediate, while others have but one, as is the 10 
case with ‘ clear ’ and ‘ obscure ’, for in the case of colours 
there are numbers of intermediates, whereas in regard to 
sound there is but one, viz. ‘ harsh ’. 

Again, in the case of the contradictory opposite, look and 
see if it bears more than one meaning. For if this bears more 
than one meaning, then the opposite of it also will be used ig 
in more than one meaning ; e. g. ‘ to fail to see ’ is a phrase 
with more than one meaning, viz. (r) to fail to possess the 
power of sight, {2) to fail to put that power to active use. 

But if this has more than one meaning, it follows necessarily, 
that ‘ to see ’ also has more than one meaning : for there 
will be an opposite to each sense of ‘ to fail to see ’ ; e. g. 
the opposite of ‘ not to possess the power of sight ’ is to 
possess it, while of ‘ not to put the power of sight to active 20 
use ’, the opposite is to put it to active use. 

Moreover, examine the case of terms that denote the 

824201 Bb 
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privation or presence of a certain state : for if the one term 
bears more than one meaning, then so will the remaining 
term : e. g. if ‘ to have sense ’ be used with more than one 
meaning, as applied to the soul and to the body, then ‘ to 
be wanting in sense ‘ too will be used with more than one 
as meaning, as applied to the soul and to the body. That the 
opposition between the terms now in question depends upon 
the privation or presence of a certain state is clear, since 
animals naturally possess each kind of ‘ sense ’, both as 
applied to the soul and as applied to the body. 

Moreover, examine the inflected forms. For if ‘justly ’ 
30 has more than one meaning, then ‘just’, also, will be used 
with more than one meaning ; for there will be a meaning 
of ‘just ’ corresponding to each of the meanings of ‘justly’; 
e. g. if the word ‘ justly ’ be used of judging according to 
one’s own opinion, and also of judging as one ought, then 
‘just’ also will be used in like manner. In the same way 
also, if ‘healthy’ has more than one meaning, then 
‘ healthily ’ also will be used with more than one meaning : 
35 e. g. if ‘ healthy ’ describes both what produces health and 
what preserves health and what betokens health, then 
‘ healthily ’ also will be used to mean ‘ in such a way as to 
produce ’ or ‘ preserve ’ or ‘ betoken ’ health. Likewise 
also in other cases, whenever the original term bears more 
107* than one meaning, the inflexion also that is formed from it 
will be used with more than one meaning, and vice versa. 

Look also at the classes of the predicates signified by the 
term, and see if they are the same in all cases. For if they 
S are not the same, then clearly the term is ambiguous : e. g. 

‘ good ’ i.i the case of food means ‘ productive of pleasure ’, 
and in the case of medicine ‘ productive of health ’, whereas 
as applied to the soul it means to be of a certain quality, 
e. g. temperate or courageous or just : and likewise also, as 
applied to ‘ man ’. Sometimes it signifies what happens at 
a certain time, as (e. g.) the good that happens at the right 
time : for what happens at the right time is called good. 
10 Often it signifies what is of a certain quantity, e. g. as 
applied to the proper amount : for the proper amount too 
is called good. So then the term ‘good’ is ambiguous. 
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In the same way also ‘clear*, as applied to a body, 
signifies a colour, but in regard to a note it denotes what is 
‘ easy to hear ‘ Sharp ', too, is in a closely similar case : 
for the same term does not bear the same meaning in all 
its applications : for a sharp note is a swift note, as the 15 
mathematical theorists of harmony tell us, whereas a sharp 
(acute) angle is one that is less than a right angle, while 
a sharp dagger is one containing a sharp angle (point). 

Look also at the genera of the objects denoted by the 
same term, and see if they are different without being 
subaltern, as (e. g.) ‘ donkey ’, which denotes both the animal 
and the engine. For the definition of them that corre- ao 
sponds to the name is different : for the one will be declared 
to be an animal of a certain kind, and the other to be an 
engine of a certain kind. If, however, the genera be sub- 
altern,. there is no necessity for the definitions to be 
different. Thus (e. g.) ‘ animal ’ is the genus of ‘ raven ’, and 
so is ‘ bird ’. Whenever therefore we say that the raven is 
a bird, we also say that it is a certain kind of animal, so 
that both the genera are predicated of it. Likewise also 
whenever we call the raven a ‘flying biped animal’, we 
declare it to be a bird : in this way, then, as well, both the 
genera are predicated of raven, and also their definition. 

But in the case of genera that are not subaltern this does 
not happen, for whenever we call a thing an ‘ engine ’, we 30 
do not call it an animal, nor vice versa. 

Look also and see not only if the genera of the term 
before you are different without being subaltern, but also 
in the case of its contrary : for if its contrary bears several 
senses, clearly the term before you does so as well. 35 

It is useful also to look at the definition that arises from 
the use of the term in combination, e. g. of a ‘ clear {lit, 
white) body’ and of a ‘clear note’. For then if what is 
peculiar in each case be abstracted, the same expression 
ought to remain over. This does not happen in the case 
of ambiguous terms, e. g. in the cases just mentioned. For 107** 
the former will be ' a body possessing such and such a 
colour ’, while the latter will be ‘ a note easy to hear ’. 
Abstract, then, ‘ a body ’ and ‘ a note ’, and the remainder in 
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each case is not the same. It should, however, have been 
S had the meaning of ‘ clear ’ in each case been synonymous. 

Often in the actual definitions as well ambiguity creeps 
in unawares, and for this reason the definitions also should 
be examined. If (e. g.) any one describes what betokens and 
what produces ‘ health as ‘ related commensurably to 
health we must not desist but go on to examine in what 
10 sense he has used the term ‘ commensurably ’ in each case, 
e. g. if in the latter case it means that ‘ it is of the 
right amount ® to produce health whereas in the former it 
means that ‘ it is such as to betoken what kind of state 
prevails 

Moreover, see if the terms cannot be compared as ‘ more 
or less ’ or as ‘ in like manner as is the case (e. g.) with 
a ‘ clear ’ {lit. • white) sound and a ‘ clear ’ garment, and a 
15 ' sharp ’ flavour and a ‘ sharp ’ note. For neither are these 
things said to be clear or sharp ‘ in a like degree nor yet 
is the one said to be clearer or sharper than the other. 
‘ Clear then, and ‘ sharp ’ are ambiguous. For synonyms 
are always comparable ; for they will always be used 
either in like manner, or else in a greater degree in one 
case. 

Now since of genera that are different without being 
JO subaltern the differentiae also are different in kind, e. g. 
those of ‘ animal ’ and ‘ knowledge ’ (for the differentiae of 
these are different), look and see if the meanings com- 
prised under the same term are differentiae of genera that 
are different without being subaltern, as e. g. ‘ sharp ’ is of 
a ‘ note ’ and a ‘ solid ’. For being ‘ sharp ’ differentiates 
note from note, and likewise also one solid from another. 
35 ‘ Sharp ’, then, is an ambiguous term : for it forms differen- 
tiae of genera that are different without being subaltern. 

Again, see if the actual meanings included under the 
same term themselves have different differentiae, e. g. 
‘ colour ’ in bodies and ‘ colour ’ in tunes : for the differentiae 
of ‘ colour’ in bodies are ‘sight-piercing’ and ‘sight-com- 
30 pressing ’, whereas ‘ colour ’ in melodies has not the same 

* 107'’ 8. Read koJ to iroirinKov. 
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differentiae. Colour, then, is an ambiguous term ; for things 
that are the same have the same differentiae. 

Moreover, since the species is never the differentia of 
anything, look and see if one of the meanings included 
under the same term be a species and another a differentia, 
as (e.g.) ‘ clear ' {lit. white) as applied to a body b a species 35 
of colour, whereas in the case of a note it is a differentia ; 
for one note is differentiated from another by being ‘ clear 

16 The presence, then, of a number of meanings in a term 
may be investigated by these and like means. The 
differences which things present to each other should be 
examined within the same genera,' e. g. * Wherein does 
justice differ from courage, and wisdom from temperance?’ — 108* 
for all these belong to the same genus ; and also from one 
genus to another, provided they be not very much too far 
apart, e. g. ‘Wherein does sensation differ from know- 
ledge ? ’ : for in the case of genera that are very far apart, 5 
the differences are entirely obvious, 

17 Likeness should be studied, first, in the case of things 
belonging to different genera, the formulae being ‘ A : B 
= C : D ’ (e. g. as knowledge stands to the object of know- 
ledge, so is sensation related to the object of sensation), 
and ‘ As A is in B, so is C in D ’ (e. g. as sight is in the eye, 10 
so is recison in the soul, and as is a calm in the sea, so is 
windlessness in the air). Practice is more especially needed 
in regard to terms that are far apart; for in the case 
of the rest, we shall be more easily able to see in one 
glance the points of likeness. We should also look at 
things which belong to the same genus, to see if any iden- 15 
tical attribute belongs to them all) e.g. to a man and a 
horse and a dog ; for in so far as they have any identical 
attribute, in so far they are alike. 

18 It is useful to have examined the number of meanings of 
a term both for clearness’ sake (for a man b more likely 
to know what it is he asserts, if it has been made clear to 

‘ 107'* 39. Read «V tow tAroit ytvm. 
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30 him how many meanings it may have), and also with a view 
to ensuring that our reasonings shall be in accordance with 
the actual facts and not addressed merely to the term used. 
For as long as it is not clear in how many senses a term 
is used, it is possible that the answerer and the questioner 
are not directing their minds upon the same thing : whereas 
when once it has been made clear how many meanings 
there are, and also upon which of them the former directs 
>5 his mind when he makes his assertion, the questioner would 
then look ridiculous if he failed to address his argument 
to this. It helps us also both to avoid being misled and 
to mislead by false reasoning: for if we know the number 
of meanings of a term, we shall certainly never be misled 
by false reasoning, but shall know if the questioner fails to 
address his argument to the same point ; and when we our- 
30 selves put the questions we shall be able to mislead him, if 
our answerer happens not to know the number of meanings 
of our terms. This, however, is not possible in all cases, 
but only when of the many senses some are true and others 
ate false. This manner of argument, however, does not 
belong properly to dialectic ; dialecticians should therefore 
35 by all means beware of this kind of verbal discussion, unless 
any one is absolutely unable to discuss the subject before 
him in any other way. 

The discovery of the differences of things helps us both 
in reasonings about sameness and difference, and also in 
108'’ recognizing what any particular thing is. That it helps us 
in reasoning about sameness and difference is clear : for when 
we have discovered a difference of any kind whatever 
between the objects before us, we shall already have shown 
that they are not the same: while it helps us in recognizing 
what a thing is, because we usually distinguish the expres- 
5 sion that is proper to the essence of each particular thing 
by means of the differentiae that are proper to it. 

The examination of likeness is useful with a view both to 
inductive arguments and to hypothetical reasonings, and 
also with a view to the rendering of definitions. It is useful 
10 for inductive arguments, because it is by means of an in- 
duction of individuals in cases that are alike that we claim 
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to bring the universal in evidence : for it is not easy to do 
this if we do not know the points of likeness. It is useful 
for hypothetical reasonings because it is a general opinion 
that among similars what is true of one is true also of the 
rest. If, then, with regard to any of them we are well 
supplied with matter for a discussion, we shall secure a 15 
preliminary admission that however it is in these cases, so 
it is also in the case before us ; then when we have shown 
the former we shall have shown, on the strength of the 
hypothesis, the matter before us as well : for we have first 
made the hypothesis that however it is in these cases, so it 
is also in the case before us, and have then proved the 
point as regards these cases. It is useful for the rendering 
of definitions because, if we are able to see in one glance 30 
what is the same in each individual case of it, we shall be 
at no loss into what genus we ought to put the object 
before us when we define it : for of the common predicates 
that which is most definitely in the category of essence 
is likely to be the genus. Likewise, also, in the case of 
objects widely divergent, the examination of likeness is 
useful for purposes of definition, e. g. the sameness of a 
calm at sea, and windlessness in the air (each being a form »s 
of rest), and of a point on a line and the unit in number — 
each being a starting point. If, then, we render as the 
genus what is common to all the cases, we shall get the 
credit of defining not inappropriately. Definition-mongers 
too nearly always render them in this way : for they declare 
the unit to be the starting-point of number, and the point 30 
the starting-point of a line. It is clear, then, that they 
place them in that which is common to both as their 
genus. 

The means, then, whereby reasonings are effected, are 
these : the commonplace rules, for the observance of which 
the aforesaid means are useful, are as follows. 
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Of problems some are universal, others particular.! 
Universal problems ate such as ‘ Every pleasure is good ’ and 
' No pleasut e is good ’ ; particular pt oblems are such as ‘ Some 
lOg* pleasure is good' and ‘Some pleasure is not good’. The 
methods of establishing and overthrowing a view universally 
are common to both kinds of pi oblems ; for when we have 
shown that a predicate belongs in every case, we shall also 
have shown that it belongs in some cases. Likewise, also, 

5 if we show that it does not belong in any case, we shall also 
have shown that it does not belong in every case. First, 
then, we must speak of the methods of overthrowing 
a view universally, because such are common to both 
universal and particular problems, and because people more 
usually inti oduce theses asserting a predicate than denying it, 
10 while those who argue with them overthrow it. The 
conversion of an appropriate name which is drawn from the 
element ‘ accident ’ is an extiemely precarious thing ; for in 
the case of accidents and in no other it is possible for 
something to be true conditionally and not universally. 
Names drawn from the elements ‘ definition ’ and ‘ property’ 
and ‘ genus ’ are bound to be convertible ; e. g. if ‘ to be an 
animal that walks on two feet is an attribute of S then it 
15 will be true by conversion to say that ' S is an animal that 
walks on two feet ’. Likewise, also, if dr awn fi om the genus ; 
for if ‘ to be an animal is an attribute of S ’, then ‘ S is an 
animal’. The same is true also in the case of a property ; 
for if ‘to be capable of learning grammar is an attribute of 
S then ‘ S will be capable of leai ning grammar ’. For none 
ao of these attributes can possibly belong or not belong in part ; 
they must either belong or not belong absolutely. In the 
case of accidents, on the other hand, there is nothing 
to prevent an attribute (e.g. whiteness or justice) belonging 
in part, so that it is not enough to show that whiteness or 
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justice is an attribute of a man in order to show that he is 
white or just ; for it is open to dispute it and say that he is 
white or just in part only. Conversion, then, is not a 25 
necessary process in the case of accidents. 

We must also define the errors that occur in problems. 

They are of two kinds, caused either by false statement or 
by transgression of the established diction. For those who 
make false statements, and say that an attribute belongs to 
a thing which does not belong to it, commit error ; and 30 
those who call objects by the names of other objects (e.g. 
calling a plane-tree a ‘man’) transgress the established 
terminology. 

a Now one commonplace rule is to look and see if a man 
has ascribed as an accident what belongs in some other way. 35 
This mistake is most commonly made in regard to the 
genera of things, e. g. if one were to say that white happens 
{accidii) to be a colour — for being a colour does not happen 
by accident to white, but colour is its genus. The assertor 
may of course define it so in so many words, saying (e. g.) that log^ 
‘Justice happens {accidit) to be a virtue’; but often 
even without such definition it is obvious that he has 
rendered the genus as an accident ; e. g. suppose that one 
were to say that whiteness is coloured or that walking is in 
motion. For a predicate drawn from the genus is never 5 
ascribed to the species in an inflected form, but always the 
genera are predicated of their species literally ; for the 
species take on both the name and the definition of their 
genera. A man therefore who says that white is ‘ coloured ’ 
has not rendered ‘ coloured ’ as its genus, seeing that he has 
used an inflected form, nor yet as its property or as its 
definition : for the definition and property of a thing belong 10 
to it and to nothing else, whereas many things besides 
white are coloured, e. g. a log, a stone, a man, and a horse. 
Clearly then he renders it as an accident. 

Another rule is to examine all cases where a predicate 
has been either asserted or denied universally to belong to 
something. Look at them species by species, and not 
in their infinite multitude : for then the inquiry will proceed is 
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more directly and in fewer steps. You should look and 
begin with the most primary groups, and then proceed 
in order down to those that are not further divisible : e. g. 
if a man has said that the knowledge of opposites is the 
same, you should look and see whether it be so of relative 
opposites and of contraries and of terms signifying the 
privation or presence of certain states, and of contradictory 
20 terms. Then, if no clear result be reached so far in these 
cases, you should again divide.these until you come to those 
that are not further divisible, and see (e. g.) whether it be so 
of just deeds and unjust, or of the double and the half, or of 
blindness and sight, or of being and not-being : for if in any 
case it be shown that the knowledge of them is not the same 
we shall have demolished the problem.^ Likewise, also, if 
as the predicate belongs in no case. This rule is convertible for 
both destructive and constructive purposes: for if, when 
we have suggested a division, the predicate appears to hold 
in all or in a large number of cases, we may then claim that 
the other should actually assert it universally, or else bring 
a negative instance to show in what case it is not so : for if 
he does neither of these things, a refusal to assert it will 
make him look absurd. 

30 Another rule is to make definitions both of an accident 
and of its subject, either of both separately or else of one 
of them, and then look and see if anything untrue has been 
assumed as true in the definitions. Thus (e. g.) to see if it 
is possible to wrong a god, ask what is ‘ to wrong’ ? For if 
it be ‘to injure deliberately’, clearly it is not possible for a 
35 god to be wronged : for it is impossible that God should be 
injured. Again, to see if the good man is jealous, ask who 
is the ‘jealous’ man and what is ‘jealousy’. For if 
‘jealousy’ is pain at the apparent success of some well- 
behaved person, clearly the good man is not jealous : for 
then he would be bad. Again, to see if the indignant man 
is jealous, ask who each of them is: for then it will 
no* be obvious whether the statement is true or false ; e. g. if he 
is ‘ jealous ’ who grieves at the successes of the good, and he 
is ‘ indignant ’ who grieves at the successes of the evil, then 
* 109^ 23-4. Read a colon at thai, and a full stop at n-poj 3 \i;/ui. 
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dearly the indignant man would not be jealous. A man 
should substitute definitions also for the terms contained in 5 
his definitions, and not stop until he comes to a familiar 
term : for often if the definition be rendered whole, the point 
at issue is not cleared up, whereas if for one of the terms used 
in the definition a definition be stated, it becomes obvious. 

Moreover, a man should make the problem into a propo- 10 
sition for himself, and then bring a negative instance against 
it : for the negative instance will be a ground of attack upon 
the assertion. This rule is very nearly the same as the rule 
to look into cases where a predicate has been attributed or 
denied universally: but it differs in the turn of the 
argument. 

Moreover, you should define what kind of things should 
be called as most men call them, and what should not. For 15 
this is useful both for establishing and for overthrowing 
a view : e. g. you should say that we ought to use our 
terms to mean the same things as most people mean 
by them, but when we ask what kind of things are or are not 
of such and such a kind, we should not here go with the 
multitude : e. g. it is right to call ‘ healthy ’ whatever tends 
to produce health, as do most men : but in saying whether ao 
the object before us tends to produce health or not, w'e 
should adopt the language no longer of the multitude but 
of the doctor. 

3 Moreover, if a term be used in several senses, and it has 
been laid down that it is or that it is not an attribute of S, 
you should show your case of one of its several senses, if as 
you cannot show it of both. This rule is to be observed 
in cases where the difference of meaning is undetected ; for 
supposing this to be obvious, then the other man will object 
that the point which he himself questioned has not been 
discussed, but only the other point. This commonplace 
rule is convertible for purposes both of establishing and of 
overthrowing a view. For if we want to establish a state- 
ment, we shall show that in one sense the attribute belongs, 30 
if we cannot show it of both senses : whereas if we are over- 
throwing a statement, we shall show that in one sense 
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the attribute does not belong, if we cannot show it of both 
senses. Of course, in overthrowing a statement there is no 
need to start the discussion by securing any admission, 
either when the statement asserts or when it denies 
the attribute universally : for if we show that in any case 
35 whatever the attribute does not belong, we shall have 
demolished the universal assertion of it, and likewise also if 
we show that it belongs in a single case, we shall demolish 
the universal denial of it. Whereas in establishing a state- 
ment we ought to secure a preliminary admission that if it 
belongs in any case whatever, it belongs universally, 
supposing this claim to be a plausible one. For it is not 
iio^ enough to discuss a single instance in order to show that an 
attribute belongs universally; e. g. to argue that if the 
soul of man be immortal, then every soul is immortal, so 
that a previous admission must be secured that if any soul 
whatever be immortal, then every soul is immortal. This is 
not to be done in every case, but only whenever we are 
5 not easily able to quote any single argument applying to all 
cases in common, as (e. g.) the geometrician can argue that 
the triangle has its angles equal to two right angles. 

If, again, the variety of meanings of a term be obvious, 
distinguish how many meanings it has before proceeding 
either to demolish or to establish it : e. g. supposing ‘ the 
10 right ’ to mean ‘ the expedient ’ or ‘ the honourable ’, you 
should try either to establish or to demolish both descrip- 
tions of the subject in question ; e. g. by showing that it is 
honourable and expedient, or that it is neither honourable 
nor expedient. Supposing, however, that it is impossible to 
show both, you should show the one, adding an indication 
that it is true in the one sense and not in the other. The 
same rule applies also when tire number of senses into 
>5 which it is divided is more than two. 

Again, consider those expressions whose meanings are 
many, but differ not by way of ambiguity of a term, but in 
some other way : e. g. ‘ The science of many things is one ’ : 
here ‘ many things ’ may mean the end and the means to 
that end, as (e. g.) medicine is the science both of producing 
health and of dieting ; or they may be both of them ends. 
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as the science of contraries is said to be the same (for of ao 
contraries the one is no more an end than the other); 
or again they may be an essential and an accidental attribute, 
as {e. g.) the essential fact that the triangle has its aisles 
equal to two right angles, and the accidental fact that 
the equilateral figure has them so : for it is because 
of the accident of the equilateral triangle happening 
to be a triangle ^ that we know that it has its angles 15 
equal to two right angles. If, then, it is not possible 
in any sense of the term that the science of many thin^ 
should be the same, it clearly is altogether impossible 
that it should be so ; or, if it is possible in some sense, then 
clearly it is possible. Distinguish as many meanings as are 
required : e. g. if we want to establish a view, we should 
bring forward all such meanings as admit that view, and 
should divide them only into those meanings which also are 30 
required for the establishment of our case : whereas if we 
want to overthrow a view, we should bring forward all that 
do not admit that view, and leave the rest aside. We must 
deal also in these cases as well with any uncertainty about 
the number of meanings involved. Further, that one thing 
is, or is not, ‘of’ another should be established by means 
of the same commonplace rules ; e. g. that a particular 
science is of a particular thing, treated either as an end or as 35 
a means to its end, or as accidentally connected with it ; or 
again that it is not ‘of’ it® in any of the aforesaid ways. 

The same rule holds true also of desire and all other terms 
that have more than one object. For the ‘ desire of X ’ may 
mean the desire of it as an end (e. g. the desire of health) or 
as a means to an end (e. g. the desire of being doctored), or 
as a thing desired accidentally, as, in the case of wine, the 
sweet-toothed person desires it not because it is wine but 
because it is sweet. For essentially he desires the sweet, 
and only accidentally the wine: for if it be dry, he no ,5 
longer desires it His desire for it is therefore accidental. 
This rule is useful in dealing with relative terms : for cases 
of this kind are generally cases of relative terms. 

^ 1 10^ 24. Read ort yap <ryi^</37#e€ r» tcoTrXeupw rpiy^vo euw, 

* iio’> 36. Omit n after c(ra> {with t). 
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Moreover, it is well to alter a term into one more familiar, 4 
e. g. to substitute ' clear ' for ‘ exact ’ in describing a concep- 
10 tion, and ‘being fussy ’ for ‘ being busy ’ : for when the expres- 
sion is made more familiar, the thesis becomes easier to attack. 
This commonplace rule also is available for both purposes 
alike, both for establishing and for overthrowing a view. 

In order to show that contrary attributes belong to the 
IS same thing, look at its genus ; e. g. if we want to show that 
rightness and wrongness are possible in regard to perception, 
and to perceive is to judge, while it is possible to judge 
rightly or wrongly, then in regard to perception as well 
rightrfess and wrongness must be possible. In the present 
instance the proof proceeds from the genus and relates to 
the species : for ‘ to judge ’ is the genus of ‘ to perceive ' ; for 
ao the man whb perceives judges in a certain way. But per 
contra it may proceed from the species to the genus : for all 
the attributes that belong to the species belong to the genus 
as well ; e. g. if there is a bad and a good knowledge there 
is also a bad and a good disposition : for ‘ disposition ’ is the 
genus of knowledge. Now the former commonplace argu- 
ment is fallacious for purposes of establishing a view, while 
as the second is true. For there is no necessity that all 
the attributes that belong to the genus should belong also to 
the species ; for ' animal ' is flying and quadruped, but not 
so ‘ man All the attributes, on the other hand, that 
belong to the species must of necessity belong also to the 
genus ; for if ‘ man ’ is good, then animal also is good. On 
the other hand, for purposes of overthrowing a view, the 
30 former argument is true while the latter is fallacious ; for all 
the attributes which do not belong to the genus do not belong 
to the species either; whereas all those that are wanting 
to the species are not of necessity wanting to the genus. 

Since those things of which the genus is predicated must 
also of necessity have one of its species predicated of them, 
and since those things that are possessed of the genus 
35 in question, or are described by terms derived from that 
genus, must also of necessity be possessed of one of its 
species or be described by terms derived from one of its 
species (e. g. if to anything the term ‘ scientific knowledge ’ 
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be applied, then also there will be applied to it the term 
‘ grammatical ’ or ‘ musical ’ knowledge, or knowledge of one 
of the other sciences ; and if any one possesses scientific 
knowledge or is described by a term derived from ‘science’, m* 
then he will also possess grammatical or musical knowledge 
or knowledge of one of the other sciences, or will be 
described by a term derived from one of them, e. g. as a 
‘ grammarian ’ or a * musician ’) ^ — therefore if any expression 
be asserted that is in any way derived from the genus 
(e. g. that the soul is in motion), look and see whether it be 5 
possible for the soul to be moved with any of the species of 
motion ; whether (e. g.) it can grow or be destroyed or come 
to be, and so forth with all the other species of motion. For 
if it be not moved in any of these ways, clearly it does 
not move at all. This commonplace rule is common for 
both purposes, both for overthrowing and for establishing a 
view : for if the soul moves with one of the species of lo 
motion, clearly it does move ; while if it does’ not move " 
with any of the species of motion, clearly it does not move. 

If you are not well equipped with an argument against 
the assertion, look among the definitions, real or apparent, 
of the thing before you, and if* one is not enough, draw 
upon several. For it will be easier to attack people when 15 
committed to a definition: for an attack is always more 
easily made on definitions. 

Moreover, look and see in regard to the thing in question, 
what it is whose reality conditions the reality of the thing in 
question, or what it is whose reality necessarily follows 
if the thing in question be real : if you wish to establish 
a view inquire what there is on whose reality the reality of 
the thing in question will follow (for if the former be shown so 
to be real, then the thing in question will also have been 
shown to be real) ; while if you want to overthrow a view, 
ask what it is that is real if the thing in question be real, for 
if we show that what follows from the thing in question is 
unreal, we shall have demolished the thing in question. 

* Read a colon or comma instead of a full stop at fiovmKos {111^ 4), 
and for clearness put 111*36 oiov d . . . iii'’4 /iovvocdr (consisting as 
it does wholly of illustrations), in a parenthesis. 

* Read k&v el for xa'i, with Vaticanus 207. 
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Moreover, look at the time involved, to see if there be any 
*5 discrepancy anywhere : e. g. suppose a man to have stated 
that what is being nourished of necessity grows : for animals 
are always of necessity being nourished, but they do not 
always grow. Likewise, also, if he has said that knowing 
is remembering : for the one is concerned with past time, 
whereas the other has to do also with the present and the 
future. For we are said to know things present and future 
30 (e. g. that there will be an eclipse), whereas it is impossible 
to remember anything save what is in the past. 

Moreover, there is the sophistic turn of argument, where- 5 
by we draw our opponent into the kind of statement against 
which we shall be well supplied with lines of argument. 
This process is sometimes a real necessity, sometimes an 
apparent necessity, sometimes neither an apparent nor a real 
35 necessity. It is really necessary whenever the answerer 
has denied any view that would be useful in attacking 
the thesis, and the questioner thereupon addresses his argu- 
ments to the support of this view, and when moreover 
the view in question happens to be one of a kind on 
which he has a good stock of lines of argument. Likewise, 
also, it is really necessary whenever he (the questioner) first, 
na*by an induction made by means of the view laid down,' 
arrives at a certain statement and then tries to demolish 
that statement : for when once this has been demolished, the 
view originally laid down is demolished as well. It is an 
apparent necessity, when the point to which the discussion 
comes to be directed appeals to be useful, and relevant 
to the thesis, without being really so ; whether it be that 
5 the man who is standing up to the argument has refused to 
concede something, or whether he (the questioner) has first 
reached it by a plausible induction based upon the thesis * 
and then tries to demolish it. The remaining case is when 
the point to which the discussion comes to be directed 
is neither really nor apparently necessary, and it is the 
answerer’s luck to be confuted on a mere side issue. You 
10 should beware of the last of the aforesaid methods ; for it 

* Sc. by the ‘ answerer’. * Sc, of the ‘answerer’. 



BOOK II. 5 iia» 

appears to be wholly disconnected from, and foreign to, the 
art of dialectic. For this reason, moreover, the answerer 
should not lose his temper, but assent to those statements 
that are of no use in attacking the thesis, adding an 
indication whenever he assents although he does not agree 
with the view. For, as a rule, it increases the confusion of 
questioners if, after all propositions of this kind have been 15 
granted them, they can then draw no conclusion. 

Moreover, any one who has made any statement whatever 
has in a certain sense made several statements, inasmuch 
as each statement has a number of necessary consequences ; 
e. g. the man who said ‘ X is a man * has also said that it is 
an animal and that it is animate and a biped and capable of 
acquiring reason and knowledge, so that by the demolition ao 
of any single one of these consequences, of whatever kind, 
the original statement is demolished as well. But you 
should beware here too of making a change to a more difficult 
subject : for sometimes the consequence, and sometimes the 
original thesis, is the easier to demolish. 

6 In regard to subjects which must have one and one only 
of two predicates, as (e. g.) a man must have either a disease 35 
or health, supposing we are well supplied as regards the one 
for arguing its presence or absence, we shall be well equipped 
as r^ards the remaining one as well. This rule is convertible 
for both purposes : for when we have shown that the one 
attribute belongs, we shall have shown that the remaining 
one does not belong ; while if we show that the one does not 
belong, we shall have shown that the remaining one does 30 
belong. Clearly then the rule is useful for both purposes. 

Moreover, you may devise a line of attack by reinterpreting 
a term in its literal meaning, with the implication that it is 
most fitting so to take it rather than in its established 
meaning: e.g. the expression ‘strong at heart 'will suggest' 
not the courageous man, according to the use now established, 
but the man the state of whose heart is strong ; just as also 35 
the expression ‘ of a good hope ’ may be taken to mean the 
man who hopes for good things. Likewise also ‘ well-starred ’ 
may be taken to mean the man whose star is good, as 

834201 
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Xenocrates says ‘ well-starred is he who has a noble soul 
For a man’s star is his soul. 

Some things occur of necessity, others usually, others 
however it may chance ; if therefore a necessary event has 
been asserted to occur usually, or if a usual event (or, failing 
such an event itself, its contrary) has been stated to occur 
of necessity, it always gives an opportunity for attack. For 
if a necessary event has been asserted to occur usually, 
clearly the speaker has denied an attribute to be universal 
which is universal, and so has made a mistake ; and so he 
has if he has declared the usual attribute to be necessary: 
for then he declares it to belong universally when it does 
not so belong. Likewise also if he has declared the contrary 
of what is usual to be necessary. For the contrary of a usual 
attribute is always a comparatively rare attribute : e. g. if 
men are usually bad, they are comparatively seldom good, 
so that his mistake is even worse if he has declared them to 
be good of necessity. The same is true also if he has 
declared a mere matter of chance to happen of necessity or 
usually ; for a chance event happens neither of necessity nor 
usually. If the thing happens usually, then even supposing 
his statement does not distinguish whether he meant that it 
happens usually or that it happens necessarily, it is open to 
you to discuss it on the assumption that he meant that 
it happens necessarily : e. g. if he has stated without any 
distinction that disinherited persons are bad, you may 
assume in discussing it that he means that they are so 
necessarily. 

Moreover, look and see also if he has stated a thing to be 
an accident of itself, taking it to be a different thing because 
it has a different name, as Prodicus used to divide pleasures 
into joy and delight and good cheer ; for all these are names 
of the same thing, to wit. Pleasure. If then any one says 
that joyfulness is an accidental attribute of cheerfulness, he 
would be declaring it to be an accidental attribute of itself. 

Inasmuch as contraries can be conjoined with each other 7 
in six ways, and four cf these conjunctions constitute a con- 
’ Fr. 81 Heinze. 
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trarietjr, we must grasp the subject of contraries, in order 
that it may help us both in demolishing and in establishing 
a view. Well then, that the modes of conjunction are six 30 
is clear ; for either (i) each of the contrary verbs will be con- 
joined to each of the contrary objects ; and this gives two 
modes : e. g. to do good to friends and to do evil to enemies, 
or per contra to do evil to friends and to do good to enemies. 

Or else (a) both verbs may be attached to one object ; and 
this too gives two modes, e.g. to do good to friends and to 35 
do evil to friends, or to do good to enemies and to do evil 
to enemies.^ Or (3) a single verb may be attached to both 
objects : and this also gives two modes ; e.g. to do good to 
friends and to do good to enemies, or to do evil to friends 
and evil to enemies. 

The first two then of the aforesaid conjunctions do not as* 
constitute any contrariety ; for the doing of good to friends 
is not contrary to the doing of evil to enemies : for both 
courses are desirable and belong to the same disposition. 

Nor is the doing of evil to friends contrary to the doing of 
good to enemies : for both of these are objectionable and 5 
belong to the same disposition ; and one objectionable thing 
is not generally thought to be the contrary of another, unless 
the one be an expression denoting an excess, and the other 
an expression denoting a defect : for an excess is generally 
thought to belong to the class of objectionable things, and 
likewise abo a defect. But the other four ail constitute 
a contrariety. For to do good to friends is contrary to the 10 
doing of evil to friends : for it proceeds from the contrary 
disposition, and the one is desirable, and the other objection- 
able. The case is the same also in regard to the other 
conjunctions: for in each combination the one course is 
desirable, and the other objectionable, and the one belongs 
to a reasonable disposition and the other to a bad. Clearly, 
then, from what has been said, the same course has more 
than one contrary. For the doing of good to friends has as <$ 
its contrary both the doing of good to enemies and the doing 
of evil to friends. Likewise, if we examine them in the 
same way, we shall' find that the contraries of each of the 
* 1 12'’ 36. Read xol Ti rois KOK&t (with C). 
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others also are two in number. Select therefore whichever 
of the two contraries is useful in attacking the thesis, 
ao Moreover, if the accident of a thing have a contrary, see 
whether it belongs to the subject to which the accident in 
question has been declared to belong; for if the latter 
belongs the former could not belong ; for it is impossible 
that contrary predicates should belong at the same time 
to the same thing. 

Or again, look and see if anything has been said about 
something, of such a kind that if it be true, contrary predi- 
cates must necessarily belong to the thing: e g. if he has 
said that the ‘ Ideas’ exist in us. For then the result will 
be that they are both in motion and at rest, and moreover 
that they are objects both of sensation and of thought. 
For according to the views of those who posit the existence 
of Ideas, those Ideas are at rest and are objects of thought ; 
while if they exist in us, it is impossible that they should 
be unmoved : for when we move, it follows necessarily that 
30 all that is in us moves with us as well. Clearly also they 
are objects of sensation, if they exist in us : for it is through 
the sensation of sight that we recognize the Form present 
in each individual. 

Again, if there be posited an accident which has a contrary, 
look and see if that which admits of the accident will admit 
of its contrary as well : for the same thing admits of con- 
35 trades. Thus (e. g.) if he has asserted that hatied follows 
anger, hatred would in that case be in the ‘ spirited faculty’: 

113* for that is where anger is. You should therefore look and 
see if its contrary, to wit, friendship, be also in the ‘ spirited 
faculty ’ : for if not — -if friendship is in the faculty of desire 
— then hatred could not follow anger. Likewi.se also if he 
has asserted that the faculty of desire is ignorant. For if 
5 it were capable of ignorance, it would be capable of knowledge 
as well: and this is not generally held — I mean that the 
faculty of desire is capable of knowledge. For purposes, 
then, of overthrowing a view, as has been said, this rule 
should be observed: but for purposes of establishing one, 
though the rule will not help you to assert that the accident 
actually belongs, it will help you to assert that it may possibly 
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belong. For having shown that the thing in question will 
not admit of the contrary of the accident asserted, we shall 
have shown that the accident neither belongs nor can possibly lo 
belong ; while on the other hand, if we show that the con- 
trary belongs, or that the thing is capable of the contrary, 
we shall not indeed as yet have shown that the accident 
asserted does belong as well ; our proof will merely have 
gone to this point, that it is possible for it to belong. 

8 Seeing that the modes of opposition are four in number, is 
you should look for arguments among the contradictories 
of your terms, converting the order of their sequence, both 
when demolishing and when establishing a view, and you 
should secure them by means of induction — ^such arguments 
(c. g.) as that ‘ If man be an animal, what is not an animal 
is not a man' : and likewise also in other instances of con- 
tradictories. For in those cases the sequence is converse : 
for ‘ animal ’ follows upon ‘ man ’, but ' not-animal ’ does not ao 
follow upon ‘ not-man ’, but conversely ' not-man ’ upon ‘ not- 
animal’. In all cases, therefore, a postulate of this sort 
should be made, (e. g.) that ‘ If the honourable is pleasant, 
what is not pleasant is not honourable, while if the latter be 
untrue, so is the former ’. Likewise, also, ‘ If what is not 
pleasant be not honourable, then what is honourable is 
pleasant Clearly, then, the conversion of the sequence 25 
formed by contradiction of the terms of the thesis is a method 
convertible for both purposes. 

Then look also at the case of the contraries of S and P 
in the thesis, and see if the contrary of the one follows upon 
the contrary of the other, either directly or conversely, both 
when you are demolishing and when you are establishing 
a view : secure arguments of this kind as well by means of 
induction, so far as may be required. Now the sequence is 30 
direct in a case such as that of courage and cowardice : for 
upon the one of them virtue follows, and vice upon the other; 
and upon the one it follows that it is desirable, while upon 
the other it follows that it is objectionable. The sequence, 
therefore, in the latter case also is direct ; for the desirable 
is the contrary of the objectionable. Likewise also in other 
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cases. The sequence is, on the other hand, converse in such 
36 a case as this : Health follows upon vigour, but disease 
does not follow upon debility; rather debility follows 
upon disease. In this case, then, clearly the sequence 
II 4 * is converse. Converse sequence is, however, rare in the 
case of contraries; usually the sequence is direct. If, 
therefore, the contrary of the one term does not follow 
upon the contrary of the other either directly or conversely, 
clearly neither does the one term follow upon the other in 
5 the statement made : whereas if the one followed the other 
in the case of the contraries, it must of necessity do so as well 
in the original statement. 

You should look also into cases of the privation or presence 
of a state in like manner to the case of contraries. Only, in 
the case of such privations the converse sequence does not 
occur : the sequence is always bound to be direct ; e. g. as 
10 sensation follows sight, while absence of sensation follows 
blindness. For the opposition of sensation to absence of 
sensation is an opposition of the presence to the privation 
of. a state: for the one of them is a state, and the other the 
privation of it. 

The case of relative terms should also be studied 
in like manner to that of a state and its privation : for 
15 the sequence of these as well is direct; e.g. if 3/1 is a 
multiple, then 1/3 is a fraction ; for 3/1 is relative to 1/3, 
and so is a multiple to a fraction. Again, if knowledge be 
a conceiving, then also the object of knowledge is an object 
of conception ; and if sight be a sensation, then also the 
so object of sight is an object of sensation. An objection may 
be made that there is no necessity for the sequence to take 
place, in the case of relative terms, in the way described : 
for the object of sensation is an object of knowledge, whereas 
sensation is not knowledge. The objection is, however, not 
generally received as really true; for many people deny 
that there is knowledge of objects of sensation. More- 
over, the principle stated is just as u.seful for the contrary 
purpose, e.g. to show that the object of sensation is not an 
*5 object of knowledge, on the ground that neither is sensation 
knowledge. 
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9 Again look at the case of the co-ordinates and inflected 
forms of the terms in the thesis, both in demolishing and 
in establishing it. By * co-ordinates ’ are meant terms such 
as the following: ‘Just deeds’ and the ‘just man’ are co- 
ordinates of ‘justice’, and ‘courageous deeds’ and ‘the 
‘ courageous man ’ are co-ordinates of ‘ courage ’. Likewise 
also things that tend to produce and to preserve anything 
are called co-ordinates of that which they tend to produce 30 
and to preserve, as e.g. ‘healthy habits ’ are co-ordinates of 
‘ health ' and a ‘ vigorous constitutional ’ of a ‘ vigorous con- 
stitution ’ — and so forth also in other cases. ‘ Co-ordinate’, 
then, usually describes cases such as these, whereas ' inflected 
forms ’are such as the following: ‘justly ‘courageously’, 

‘ healthily ’, and such as are formed in this way. It is usually 
held that words when used in their inflected forms as well 35 
are co-ordinates, as (e. g.) ‘justly’ in relation to justice, and 
‘ courageously ’ to courage ; and then ‘ co-ordinate ’ describes 
all the members of the same kindred series, e.g. ‘justice’, 

‘just ’, of a man or an act, ‘ justly ’. Clearly, then, when any 
one member, whatever its kind, of the same kindred series 
is shown to be good or praiseworthy, then ail the rest as well 114^ 
come to be shown to be so : ^ e. g. if ‘ justice ’ be something 
praiseworthy, then so will ‘just’, of a man or thing, and 
‘justly’ connote something praiseworthy. Then ‘justly’ 
will be rendered also ‘ praiseworthily ’, derived by the same 
inflexion from ‘ the praiseworthy’ whereby ‘justly’ is derived 5 
from ‘justice’. 

Look not only in the case of the subject mentioned, but 
also in the case of its contrary, for the contrary predicate : 
e.g. argue that good is not necessarily pleasant ; for neither 
is evil painful : or that, if the latter be the case, so is the 
former. Also, if justice be knowledge, then injustice is 
ignorance : and if justly ' means ‘ knowingly ’ and ' skilfully ’, 10 
then ‘ unjustly ’ means ‘ ignorantly’ and ‘unskilfully’ : whereas 
if the latter be not true, neither is the former, as in the 
instance given just now: for ‘unjustly’ is more likely to 
seem equivalent to ‘ skilfully ’ than to ‘ unskilfully ’. This 
commonplace rule has been stated before in dealing with 
^ 1 14^1. Read Muyiti>a ylrtrai, with the best MSS. 
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the sequence of contraries;* for all we are claiming now 
15 is that the contrary of P shall follow the contrary of S. 

Moreover, look at the modes of generation and destruction 
of a thing, and at the things which tend to produce or to 
destroy it, both in demolishing and in establishing a view. 
For those things whose modes of generation rank among 
good things, are themselves also good ; and if they them- 
selves be good, so also are their modes of generation. If, 
on the other hand, their modes of generation be evil, then 
they themselves also are evil. In regard to modes of destruc- 
ao tion the converse is true : for if the modes of destruction 
rank as good things, then they themselves rank as evil 
things ; whereas if the modes of destruction count as evil, 
they themselves count as good. The same argument applies 
also to things tending to produce and destroy : for things 
whose productive causes are good, themselves also rank as 
good ; whereas if causes destructive of them are good, they 
themselves rank as evil. 

as Again, look at things which are like the subject in question, lo 
and see if they are in like case ; e g. if one branch of know- 
ledge has more than one object, so also will one opinion ; 
and if to possess sight be to see, then also to possess hearing 
will be to hear. Likewise also in the case of other things, 
both those which are and those which are generally held to 
be like. The rule in question is useful for both purposes ; 

30 for if it be as stated in the case of some one like thing, it is 
so with the other like things as well, whereas if it be not so 
in the case of some one of them, neither is 'it so in the case 
of the others. Look and see also whether the cases are alike 
as regards a single thing and a number of things: for 
sometimes there is a discrepancy. Thus, if to ' know ' a thing 
be to ‘think of’ it, then also to ' know many things’ is to 
'be thinking of many things’; whereas this is not true; 
for it is possible to know many things but not to be thinking 
35 of them. If, then, the latter proposition be not true, neither 
was the former that dealt with a single thing, viz. that to 
‘ know ’ a thing is to-' think of’ it. 

* Ii3'>a7-ii4»6. 
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Moreover, arg^ue from greater and less degrees. In regard 
to greater degrees ^ there are four commonplace mles. One 
is : See whether a greater degree of the predicate follows 
a greater degree of the subject : e. g. if pleasure be good, 
see whether also a greater pleasure be a greater good : and 
if to do a wrong be evil, see whether also to do a greater ii5* 
wrong is a greater evil. Now this rule is of use for both 
purposes: for if an increase of the accident follows an 
increase of the subject, as we have said, clearly the accident 
belongs ; while if it does not follow, the accident does not 5 
belong. You should establish this by induction. Another 
rule is: If one predicate be attributed to two subjects; 
then supposing it does not belong to the subject to which it is 
the more likely to belong, neither does it belong where it is 
less likely to belong ; while if it does belong where it is less 
likely to belong, then it belongs as well whei e it is more likely. 
Again : If two predicates be attributed to one subject, then 
if the one which is more generally thought to belong does not 
belong, neither does the one that is less generally thought lo 
to belong ; or, if the one that is less generally thought 
to belong does belong, so also does the other. Moreover : 

If two predicates be attributed lo two subjects, then if the 
one which is more usually thought to belong to the one 
subject does not belong, neither does the remaining predicate 
belong to the remaining subject; or, if the one which is less 
usually thought to belong to the one subject does belong, so 
too does the remaining predicate to the remaining subject. 

Moreover, you can argue from the fact that an attri- 15 
bute belongs, or is generally supposed to belong, in a- 
like degree, in three ways, viz. those described in the last 
three rules given in regard to a greater degree.* For sup- 
posing that one predicate belongs, or is supposed to 
belong, to two subjects in a like degree, then if it does not 
belong to the one, neither does it belong to the other ; while 
if it belongs to the one, it belongs to the remaining one as 
well. Or, supposing two predicates to belong in a like degree 
to the same subject, then, if the one does not belong, neither *0 

* 1 14*> 37-8. Omit *01 Sttoi> before niwoi, with the best MSS. 

• 11. 6-14. 
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does the remaining one ; while if the one does belong, the 
remaining one belongs as well. The case is the same also 
if two predicates belong in a like degree to two subjects ; 
for if the one predicate does not belong to the one subject, 
neither does the remaining predicate belong to the remaining 
subject, while if the one predicate does belong to the one 
subject, the remaining predicate belongs to the remaining 
subject as well. 

»S You can argue, then, from greater or less or like degrees n 
of truth in the aforesaid number of ways. Moreover, you 
should argue from the addition of one thing to another. 

If the addition of one thing to another makes that other 
good or white, whereas formerly it was not white or good, 
then the thing added will be white or good — it will possess 
the character it imparts to the whole as well. Moreover, 

30 if an addition of something to a given object intensifies the 
character which it had as given, then the thing added will 
itself as well be of that character. Likewise, also, in the 
case of other attributes. The rule is not applicable in all 
cases, but only in those in which the excess described as an 
‘increased intensity’ is found to take place. The above 
rule is, however, not convertible for overthrowing a view. 
For if the thing added does not make the other good, it is 
33 not thereby made clear whether in itself it may not be good : 

115^ for the addition of good to evil does not necessarily make 
the whole good, any more than the addition of white to 
black makes the whole white. 

Again, any predicate of which we can speak of greater or 
less degrees belongs also absolutely; for greater or less 
degrees of good or of white will not be attributed to what 
5 is not good or white : for a bad thing will never be said to 
have a greater or less degree of goodness than another, but 
always of badness. This rule is not convertible, either, for 
the purpose of overthrowing a predication : for several predi- 
cates of which we cannot speak of a greater degree belong 
absolutely : for the term ‘ man ’ is not attributed in greater 
10 and less degrees, but a man is a man for all that. 

You should examine in the same way predicates attributed 
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in a given respect, and at a given time and place : for if the 
predicate be possible in some respect, it is possible also 
absolutely. Likewise, also, is what is predicated at a given 
time or place: for what is absolutely impossible is not 
possible either in any respect or at any place or time. An 
objection may be raised that in a given respect people may *5 
be good by nature, e.g. they may be generous or temperately 
inclined, while absolutely they are not good by nature, 
because no one is prudent by nature. Likewise, also, it is 
possible for a destructible thing to escape destruction at 
a given time, whereas it is not possible for it to escape 
absolutely. In the same way also it is a good thing at 
certain places to follow such and such a diet, e.g. in infected 
areas, though it is not a good thing absolutely. Moreover, 
in certain places it is possible to live singly and alone, but 
absolutely it is not possible to exist singly and alone. In 
the same way also it is in certain places honourable to 
sacrifice one’s father, e.g. among the Triballi, whereas, 
absolutely, it is not honourable. Or possibly this may 
indicate a relativity not to places but to persons : for it is 
all the same wherever they may be : for everywhere it will 
be held honourable among the Triballi themselves, just 
because they are Triballi. Again, at certain times it is 
a good thing to take medicines, e.g. when one is ill, but it 
is not so absolutely. Or possibly this again may indicate 
a relativity not to a certain time, but to a certain state of 
health : for it is all the same whenever it occurs, if only 
one be in that state. A thing is ‘absolutely’ so which 
without any addition you are prepared to say is honourable 
or the contrary. Thus (e.g.) you will deny that to sacrifice 
one’s father is honourable: it Is honourable only to certain 
persons : it is not therefore honourable absolutely. On the 
other hand, to honour the gods you will declare to be 
honourable without adding anything, because that is honour- 
able absolutely. So that whatever without any addition is 
generally accounted to be honourable or dishonourable or 
anything else of that kind, will be said to be so ‘ absolutely ’. 35 
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The question which is the more desirable, or the better, * 
of two or more things, should be examined upon the 
following lines : only first of all it must be clearly laid 
down that the inquiry we are making concerns not things 
5 that are widely divergent and that exhibit great differences 
from one another (for nobody raises any doubt whether 
happiness or wealth is more desiiable), but things that are 
nearly related and about which we commonly discuss for 
which of the two we ought rather to vote, because we do not 
see any advantage on either side as compared with the other, 
10 Clearly, then, in such cases if we can show a single advan- 
tage, or more than one, our judgement will record our 
assent that whichever side happens to have the advantage 
is the more desirable. 

First, then, that which is more lasting or secure is more 
desirable than that which is less so : and so is that which is 
more likely to be chosen by the prudent or by the good 
15 man or by the right law, or by men who are good in any 
particular line, when they maxe their choice as such, or by 
the experts in regard to any particular class of things ; i. e. 
either whatever most of them or what all of them would 
choose ; e. g. in medicine or in carpentry those things are 
more desirable which most, or all, doctors would choose ; 
or, in general, whatever most men or all men or all things 
would choose, e. g. the good: for everything aims at the 
30 good. You should direct the argument you intend to 
employ to whatever purpose you require. Of what is 
* better ’ or ‘ more desirable ’ the absolute standard is the 
verdict of the better science, though relatively to a given 
individual the standard may be his own particular science. 

In the second place, that which is known as ‘an x ’ is 
more desirable than that which does not come within the 
genus ‘ X e. g. justice than a just man ; for the former 
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falls within the genus ‘ good whereas the other does not, 
and the former is called ' a good whereas the latter is not : 35 
for nothing which does not happen to belong to the genus 
in question is called by the generic name ; e. g. a ‘ white 
man ‘ is not ‘ a colour Likewise also in other cases. 

Also, that which is desired for itself is more desirable 
than that which is desired for something else ; e. g. health 
is more desirable than gymnastics ; for the former is desired 30 
for itself, the latter for something else. Also, that which is 
desirable in itself is more desirable than what is desirable 
per accidens ; e. g. -justice in our friends than justice in our 
enemies ; for the former is desirable in itself, the latter per 
accidens-. for we de.sire that our enemies should be just 
per accidens, in order that they may do us no harm. This 
last principle is the same as the one that precedes it, with, 35 
however, a different turn of expression. For we desire 
justice in our friends for itself, even though it will make 
no difference to us, and even though they be in India; 
whereas in our enemies we desire it for something else, in 
order that they may do us no harm. 

Also, that which is in it.self the cause of good is more 116* 
desirable than what is so per accidens, e. g. virtue than 
luck (for the former is in itself, and the latter per accidens, 
the cause of good things),' and so in other cases of the 
same kind. Likewise also in the case of the contrary ; for 
what is in itself the cause of evil is more objectionable than 5 
what is so per accidens, e. g. vice and chance : for the one is 
bad in itself, whereas chance is so per accidens. 

Also, what is good absolutely is more desirable than what 
is good for a particular person, c. g. recovery of health than 
a surgical operation ; for the former is good absolutely, the 
latter only for a particular person, viz. the man who needs 10 
an operation. So too what is good by nature is more 
desirable than the good that is not so by nature, e. g. justice 
than the just man ; for the one is good by nature, whereas 
in the other case the goodness is acquired. Also the attribute 
is more desirable which belongs to the better and more 

‘ ii 6'*2-3. Treat h uiv yap . . . ray ayaOay as a parenthesis, with 
Wallies. 
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honourable subject, e.g. to a god rather than to a man, and to 
the soul rather than to the body. So too the property of the 
better thing is better than the property of the worse ; e. g. 
15. the property of God than the property of man : for whereas 
in respect of what is common in both of them they do not 
differ at all from each other, in respect of their properties 
the one surpasses the other. Also that is better which is 
inherent in things better or prior or more honourable : thus 
(e. g.) health is better than strength and beauty : for the 
former is inherent in the moist and the dry, and the hot 
and the cold, in fact in all the primary constituents of an 
animal, whereas the others are inherent in what is secondary, 
ao strength being a feature of the sinews and bones, while 
beauty is generally supposed to consist in a certain sym- 
metry of the limbs. Also the end is generally supposed to 
be more desirable than the means, and of two means, that 
which lies nearer the end. In general, too, a means directed 
towards the end of life is more desirable than a means to 
as anything else, e. g. that which contributes to happiness 
than that which contributes to prudence. Also the com- 
petent is more desirable than the incompetent. Moreover, 
of two productive agents that one is more desirable whose 
end is better ; while between a productive agent and an end 
we can decide by a proportional sum whenever the excess 
of the one end over the other is greater than that of the 
latter over its own productive means : e. g. supposing the 
excess of happiness over health to be greater than that of 
30 health over what produces health, then what produces 
happiness is better than health. For what produces happi- 
ness exceeds what produces health just as much as happiness 
exceeds health. But health exceeds what produces health 
by a smaller amount; ergo, the excess of what produces 
happiness over what produces health is greater than that of 
health over what produces health. Clearly, therefore, what 
35 produces happiness is more desirable than health : for it 
exceeds the same standard by a greater amount. 

Moreover, what is in itself nobler and more precious and 
praiseworthy is more desirable than what is less so, e. g. 
friendship than wealth, and justice than strength. For the 
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former belong in themselves to the class of things precious 
and praiseworthy, while the latter do so not in themselves «7* 
but for something else : for no one prizes wealth for itself 
but always for something else, whereas we prize friendship 
for itself, even though nothing else is likely to come to us 
from it. 

2 Moreover, w’henever two things are very much like one 5 
another,^ and we cannot see any superiority in the one over 
the other of them, we should look at them from the stand- 
point of their consequences. For the one which is followed 
by the greater good is the more desirable : or, if the con- 
sequences be evil, that is more desirable which is followed 
by the less evil. For though both may be desirable, yet 
there may possibly be some unpleasant consequence »• 
involved to turn the scale. Our survey from the point of 
view of consequences lies in two directions, for there are 
prior consequences and later consequences : e. g. if a man 
learns, it follows that he was ignorant before and knows 
afterwards. As a rule, the later consequence is the better 
to consider. You should take, therefore, whichever of the 
consequences suits youf purpose. H 

Mareovc, a greater number of good things is more 
desirable than a smaller, either absolutely or when the'one is 
included in the other, viz. the smaller number in the greater. 

An objection maybe raised suppose in some particular case 
the one is valued for the sake of the other ; for then the 
two together are not more desirable than the one; e, g. 
recovery of health and health, than health alone, inasmuch le 
as we desire recovery of health for the sake of health. Also 
it is quite possible for what is not good, together with what 
is, to be more desirable than a greater number of good 
things,* e. g. the combination of happiness and somethiog 
else which is not good may be more desirable than (he 

* II 7 *S- Read OTToIt for nXX^Aoir. 

* 1 1 7* 21. Read km fii) lur iynBat/ Min that oiptrArtM 
(sc. vXciovup Zya 6 a»). Or, keeping the MS. reading, traii 9 < * Also it is 
quite possible for what are not good things to be more desirable ihffl 
what are’: happiness plus a not-good thing are not 'good things : 
tmljr ooe of thra is good. 



TOPICA 


K7* 

combination of justice and courage. Also, the same things 
are more valuable if accompanied than if unaccompanied 
by pleasure, and likewise when free fiom pain than when 
35 attended with pain. 

Also, everything is more desirable at the season when it 
is of greater consequence; e. g. fieedom from pain in old 
age more than in youth : for it is of greater consequence in 
old age. On the same principle also,* prudence is more 
desirable in old age ; for no man chooses the young to 
30 guide him, because he does not expect them to be prudent. 
With courage, the converse is the case, for it is in youth 
that the active exercise of courage is more imperatively 
required. Likewise also with temperance ; for the young 
are more troubled by their passions than are their elders. 

35 Also, that is more desiiable which is more useful at every 
season or at most seasons, e. g. justice and temperance 
rather than courage: for they are always useful, while 
courage is only useful at times. Also, that one of two 
things which if all possess, we do not need the other thing, 
is more desirable than that which all may possess and still 
we want the other one as well. Take the case of justice 
and courage ; if everybody were just, theie would be no use 
117* for courage, whereas all might be courageous, and still 
justice would be of use. 

Moreover, judge by the destructions and losses and 
generations and acquisitions and contraries of things: for 
S things whose destruction is more objectionable are them- 
selves more desirable. Likewise also with the losses and 
contraries of things ; for a thing whose loss or whose 
contrary is more objectionable is itself more desirable. 
With the generations or acquisitions of things the opposite 
is the case : for things whose acquisition or generation is 
more desirable are themselves also desirable. 

10 Another commonplace rale is that what is nearer to the 
good is better and more desirable,* i. e. what more nearly 
resembles the good: thus justice is better than a just man. 
Also, that which is more like than another thing to some- 

* 117*28. Read Kara ravri Se, 

’ 1 17** 1 1. Read a comma only, not a full stop, after aiperaTtpov. 



BOOK III. 2 117* 

thing better than itself, as e.g. some say that Ajax was 
a better man than Odysseus because he was more like 
Achilles. An objection may be raised to this that it is not 
true : for it is quite possible that Aiax did not resemble 
Achilles more nearly than Odysseus in the points which 15 
made Achilles the best of them, and that Odysseus was a 
good man, though unlike Achilles. Look also to see 
whether the resemblance be that of a caricature, like the 
resemblance of a monkey to a man, whereas a horse bears 
none : for the monkey is not the more handsome creature, 
despite its nearer resemblance to a man. Again, in the 
case of two things, if one is more like the better thing 20 
while another is more like the worse, then that is likely to 
be better which is more like the better. This too, how- 
ever, admits of an objection ; for quite possibly the one 
only slightly resembles the better, while the other strongly 
resembles the worse, e. g. supposing the resemblance of 
Ajax to Achilles to be slight, while that of Odysseus to 
Nestor is strong.. Also it may be that the one which is 25 
like the better type shows a degrading likeness, whereas 
the one which is like the w'orse type improves upon it; 
witness the likeness of a horse to a donkey, and that of a 
monkey to a man. 

Another rule is that the more conspicuous good is more 
desirable than the less conspicuous, and the more difficult 
than the easier ; for we appreciate better the possession of 
things that cannot be easily acquired. Also the more 30 
personal possession is more desirable than the more widely 
shared. Also, that which is more free from connexion 
with evil : for what is not attended by any unpleasantness 
is more desirable than what is so attended. 

Moreover, if A be without qualification better than B, 
then also the best of the members of A is better than the 
best of the members of B ; e. g. if Man be better than 
Horse, then also the best man is better than the best horse. 3 c 
Also, if the best in A be better than the best in B, then also 
A is better than B without qualification ; e. g: if the best 
man be better than the best horse, then also Man is better 
than Horse without qualification. 

824301 Dd 
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Ii8* Moreover, things which our friends can share are more 
desirable than those they cannot. Also, things which we 
like rather to do to our friend are more desirable than those 
we like to do to the man in the street, e. g. just dealing 
and the doing of good rather than the semblance of them : 

5 for we would rather really do good to our friends than seem 
to do so, whereas towards the man in the street the converse 
is the case. 

Also, superfluities are better than necessities, and are 
sometimes more desirable as well : for the good life is 
better than mere life, and good life is a superfluity, whereas 
mere life itself is a necessity. Sometimes, though, what is 
belter is not also more desirable : for there is no necessity 
10 that because it is better it should also be more desirable : 
at least to be a philosopher is better than to make money, 
but it is not more desirable for a man who lacks the neces- 
sities of life. The expression ‘ superfluity ’ applies when- 
ever a man possesses the necessities of life and sets to 
work to secure as well other noble acquisitions. Roughly 
IS speaking, perhaps, necessities are more desirable, while 
superfluities are better. 

Also, what cannot be got from another is more desirable 
than what can be got from another as well, as (e. g.) is the 
case of justice compared with courage. Also, A is more 
desirable if A is desirable without B, but not B without A : 
power (e. g.) is not desirable without prudence, but prudence 
JO is desirable without power. Also, if of two things we 
repudiate the one in order to be thought to possess the 
other, then that one is more desirable which we wish to be 
thought to possess ; thus (e. g.) we repudiate the love of 
hard work in order that people may think us geniuses. 

Moreover, that is more desirable in whose absence it is 
35 less blameworthy for people to be vexed ; and that is more 
desirable in whose absence it is more blameworthy for 
a man not to be vexed. 

Moreover, of things that belong to the same species one 3 
which possesses the peculiar virtue of the species is more 
desirable than one which does not. If both possess it, then 
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the one which possesses it in a greater degree is more 
desirable. 

Moreover, if one thing makes good whatever it touches, 
while another docs not, the former is more desirable, just 30 
as also what makes things warm is warmer than what does 
not. If both do so, then that one is more desirable which 
does so in a greater degree, or if it render good the better 
and more important object — if (e. g.), the one makes good 
the soul, and the other the body. 

Moreover, judge things by their inflexions and uses and 
actions and works, and judge these by them : for they go 33 
with each other: e. g. if ‘justly’ means something more 
desirable than ‘courageously’, then also justice means 
something more desirable than courage ; and if justice be 
more desirable than courage, then also ‘justly’ means 
something more desirable than ‘ courageously Similarly 
also in the other cases. 

Moreover, if one thing exceeds while the other falls short 118* 
of the same standard of good, the one which exceeds is the 
more desirable j or if the one exceeds an even higher 
standard. Nay more, if there be two things both prefer- 
able to something, the one which is more highly preferable 
to it is more desirable than the less highly preferable. 
Moreover, when the excess of a thing is more desirable than 5 
the excess of something else, that thing is itself also more 
desirable than the other, as (e. g.) friendship than money : 
for an excess of friendship is more desirable than an excess 
of money. So also that of which a man would rather that 
it were his by his own doing is more desirable than what he 
would rather get by another’s doing, e. g. friends than money. 

Moreover, judge by means of an addition, and see if the lo 
addition of A to the same thing as B makes the whole more 
desirable than does the addition of B. You must, how- 
ever, beware of adducing a case in which the common term 
uses, or in some other way helps' the case of, one of the 
things added to it, but not the other, as (e. g.) if you took 
a saw and a sickle in combination with the art of carpentry : 
for in the combination the saw is a more desirable thing, 15 
but it is not a more desirable thing without qualification. 
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Again, a thing is more desirable if, when added to a lesser 
good, it makes the whole a greater good. Likewise, also, 
you should judge by means of subtraction : for the thing 
upon whose subtraction the remainder is a lesser good may 
be taken to be a greater good, whichever it be whose ' sub- 
traction makes the remainder a lesser good. 

30 Also, if one thing be desirable for itself, and the other 
for the look of it, the former is more desirable, as (e. g.) 
health than beauty. A thing is defined as being desired 
for the look of it if, supposing no one knew of ii,you would 
not care to have it. Also, it is more desirable if it be desirable 
both for itself and for the look of it, while the other thing 
is desirable on the one ground alone. Also, whichever is 
the more precious for itself, is also better and more desirable, 
as A thing may be taken to be more precious in itself which 
we choose rather for itself, without anything else being 
likely to come of it. 

Moreover, you should distinguish in how many senses 
‘desirable’ is used, and with a view to what ends, e. g. 
expediency or honour or pleasure. For what is useful for 
all or most of them may be taken to be more desirable 
30 than what is not useful in like manner. If the same 
characters belong to both things you should look and see 
which possesses them more markedly, i. e. which of the two 
is the more pleasant or more honourable or more expe- 
dient. Again, that is more desirable which serves the better 
purpose, e. g. that which serves to promote virtue more 
than that which serves to promote pleasure. Likewise also 
in the case of objectionable things ; fOr that is more 
objectionable which stands more in the way of what is 
35 desirable, e. g. disease more than ugliness : for disease 
is a greater hindrance both to pleasure and to being 
good. 

Moreover, argue by showing that the thing in question is 
in like measure objectionable and desirable : for a thing of 
such a character that a man might well desire and object 
to it alike is less desirable than the other which is desirable 
only. 


* 118^19. Read £ iroTf , 
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4 Comparisons of things together should therefore be con- 

ducted in the manner prescribed. The same commonplace 
rules are useful also for showing that anything is simply 
desirable or objectionable: for we have only to subtract 
the excess of one thing over another. For if what is more 
precious be more desirable, then also what is precious is 
desirable ; and if what is more useful be more desirable, 5 
then also what is useful is desirable. Likewise, also, in the 
case of other things which admit of comparisons of that 
kind. For in some cases in the very course of comparing 
the things together we at once assert also that each of 
them, or the one of them, is desirable, e. g. whenever we 
call the one good ‘ by nature ’ and the other ‘ not by nature' : 
for clearly what is good by nature is desirable. 10 

5 The commonplace rules relating to comparative degrees 
and amounts ought to be taken in the most general possible 
form : for when so taken they are likely to be useful in 
a larger number of instances. It is possible to render some 
of the actual rules given above more universal by a slight 15 
alteration of the expression, e. g. that what by nature 
exhibits such and such a quality exhibits that quality in a 
greater degree than what exhibits it not by nature. Also, if 
one thing does, and another does not, impart such and such 

a quality to that which possesses it, or to which it belongs, 
then whichever does impart it is of that quality in greater 
degree than the one which does not impart it ; and if both 
impart it, then that one exhibits it in a greater degree 
which imparts it in a greater degree. 

Moreover, if in any character one thing exceeds and ao 
another falls short of the same standard ; also, if the one 
exceeds something which exceeds a given standard, while 
the other does not reach that standard,' then clearly the 
first-named thing exhibits that character in a greater 
degree. Moreover, you should judge by means of addition, 
and see if A when added to the same thing as B imparts to 
the whole such and such a character in a more marked 

* 119*21. Read koI «! to /liv fiSKkoy rowurou fiaWoy roioCro, t 6 ti /t^ 
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degree than B, or if, when added to a thing which exhibits 
that character in a less degree, it imparts that character to 
»S the whole in a greater degree. Likewise, also, you may 
judge by means of subtraction : for a thing upon whose 
subtraction the remainder exhibits such and such a character* 
in a less degree, itself exhibits that character in a greater 
degree. Also, things exhibit such and such a character in 
a greater degree if more free from admixture with their 
contraries ; e. g. that is whiter which is more free from 
admixture with black. Moreover, apart from the rules 
given above, that has such and such a character in greater 
degree which admits in a greater degree of the definition 
30 proper to the given character ; e. g. if the definition of ‘ white ’ 
be ' a colour which pierces the vision ’, then that is whiter 
which is in a greater degree a colour that pierces the vision. 

If the question be put in a particular and not in a universal 6 
form, in the first place the universal constructive or destruc- 
tive commonplace rules that have been given may all be 
brought into use. For in demolishing or establishing a 
35 thing universally we also show it in particular : for if it be 
true of all, it is true also of some, and if untrue of all, 
it is untrue of some. Especially handy and of general 
application are the commonplace rules that are drawn from 
the opposites and co-ordinates and inflexions of a thing: 
for public opinion grants alike the claim that if all pleasure 
be good, then also all pain is evil, and the claim that if 
ns* some pleasure be good, then also some pain is evil. More- 
over, if some form of sensation be not a capacity, then also 
some form of failure of sensation is not a failure of capacity. 
Also, if the object of conception is in some cases an object 
of knowledge, then also some form bf conceiving is know- 
ledge. Again, if what is unjust be in some cases good, 

5 then also what is just is in some cases evil ; and if what 
happens justly is in some cases evil, then also what happens 
unjustly is in some cases good. Also, if what is pleasant 
is in some cases objectionable, then pleasure is in some 
cases an objectionable thing. On the same principle, also, 
if what is pleasant is in some cases beneficial, then pleasure 
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is in some cases a beneficial thing. The case is the same 
also as regards the things that destroy, and the processes of 
generation and destruction. For if anything that destroys 
pleasure or knowledge be in some cases good, then we may lo 
take it that pleasure or knowledge is in some cases an evil 
thing. Likewise, also, if the destruction of knowledge be 
in some cases a good thing or its production an evil thing, 
then knowledge will be in some cases an evil thing j e. g. if 
for a man to forget his disgraceful conduct be a good thing, 
and to remember it be an evil thing, then the knowledge of 
his disgraceful conduct may be taken to be an evil thing. 15 
The same holds also in other cases : in all such cases the 
premiss and the conclusion are equally likely to be 
accepted. 

Moreover you should judge by means of greater or 
smaller or like degrees: for if some member of another 
genus exhibit such and such a character in a more marked 
degree than your object, while no member of that genus 
exhibits that character at all, then you may take it that 
neither does the object in question exhibit it ; e. g. if some 
form of knowledge be good in a greater degree than 
pleasure, while no form of knowledge is good, then you may ao 
take it that pleasure is not good either, Also, you should 
judge by a smaller or like degree in the same way : for so 
you will find it possible both to demolish and to establish 
a view, except that whereas both are possible by means of 
like degrees, by means of a smaller degree it is possible 
only to establish, not to overthrow. For if a certain form 
of capacity be good in a like degree to knowledge, and 
a certain form of capacity be good, then so also is know- 35 
ledge ; while if no form of capacity be good, then neither 
is knowledge. If, too, a certain form of capacity be good 
in a less degree than knowledge, and a certain form of 
capacity be good, then so also is knowledge; but if no 
form of capacity be good, there is no necessity that no 
form of knowledge either should be good. Clearly, then, 
it is only possible to establish a view by means of a less 30 
degree. 

Not only by means of another genus can you overthrow 
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a view, but also by means of the same, if you take the most 
marked instance of the character in question ; e. g. if it be 
maintained that some form of knowledge is good, then, 
suppose it to be shown that prudence is not good, neither 
will any other kind be good, seeing that not even the kind 
upon which there is most general agreement is so. More- 
35 over, you should go to work by means of an hypothesis ; 
you should claim that the attribute, if it belongs or does 
not belong in one case, does so in a like degree in all, e. g. 
that if the soul of man be immortal, so are other souls as 
well, while if this one be not so, neither are the others. If, 
then, it be maintained that in some instance the attribute 
belongs, you must show that in some instance it does not 
belong : for then it will follow, by reason of the hypothesis, 
that it does not belong in an}' instance at all. If, on the 
no* other hand, it be maintained that it docs not belong in 
some instance, you must show that it does belong in some 
instance, for in this way it will follow that it belongs in all 
instances. It is clear that the maker of the hypothesis 
universalizes the question, whereas it was stated in a par- 
ticular form : for he claims that the maker of a particular 
admission should make a universal admission, inasmuch as 
5 he claims that if the attribute belongs in one instance, it 
belongs also in all instances alike. 

If the problem be indefinite, it is possible to overthrow a 
statement in only one way ; e. g. if a man has asserted that 
pleasure is good or is not good, without any further defini- 
tion. For if he meant that a particular pleasure is good, 
you must show universally that no pleasure is good, if the 
10 proposition in question is to be demolished. And likewise, 
also, if he meant that some particular pleasure is not good 
you must show universally that all pleasure is good : it is 
impossible to demolish ii in any other way. For if we show 
that some particular pleasure is not good or is good, the 
proposition in question is not yet demolished. It is clear, 
then, that it is possible to demolish an indefinite statement in 
15 one way only, whereas it can be established in two ways ; 
for whether we show universally that all pleasure is good, 
or whether we show that a particular pleasure is good, the 
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proposition in question will have been proved. Likewise, 
also, supposing we are required to argue that some particular 
pleasure is not good, if we show that no pleasure is good 
or that a particular pleasure is not good, we shall have 
produced an aigument in both %vays. both universally and 
in particular, to show that some particular pleasure is not jo 
good. If, on the other hand, the statement made be 
definite, it will be possible to demolish it in two ways; e.g. 
if it be maintained that it is an attribute of some particular 
pleasure to be good, while of some it is not : for whether it 
be shown that all pleasure, or that no pleasure, is good, the 
proposition in question will have been demolished. If, 
however, he has stated that only one single pleasure is 
good, it is possible to demolish it in three ways : for by 
showing that all pleasure, oi that no pleasure, or that more as 
than one pleasure, is good, we shall hav'e demolished the 
statement in question. If the statement be made still more 
definite, e.g. that prudence alone of the virtues is knowledge, 
there are four ways of demolishing it : for if it be shown 
that all virtue is knowledge, or that no virtue is so, or that 
some other viitue (e.g. justice) is so, or that prudences* 
itself is not knowledge, the proposition in question will have 
been demolished. 

It is useful also to take a look at individual instances, in 
cases where some attribute has been said to belong or not 
to belong, as in the case of universal questions. Moreover, 
you should take a glance among genera, dividing them by 
their species until you come to those that are not further 35 
divisible, as has been said before : ' for whether the attribute 
is found to belong in all ca^es or in none, you should, after 
adducing several instances, claim that he should either 
admit your point universally, 01 else bring an objection 
showing in what case it does not hold. Moreover, in cases 
where it is possible to make the accident definite either 
specifically or numerically, you should look and see whether 
perhaps none of them belongs, showing e. g. that time is not 
moved, nor yet is a movement, by enumerating how many iso 
species there are of movement : for if none of these belong 
‘ 109'’ 15. 
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to time, clearly it does not move, nor yet is a movement. 
Likewise, also, you can show that the soul is not a number,* 
by dividing all numbers into either odd or even : for then, if 
^ the soul be neither odd nor even, clearly it is not a number. 
In regard then to Accident, you should set to work by 
means like these, and in this manner. 

' Cf. Xenocrates, fr. 6o Heinze. 
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I Next we must go on to examine questions relating to i* 
Genus and Property. These are elements in the questions 
that relate to definitions, but dialecticians seldom address 
their inquiries to these by themselves. If, then, a genus be >5 
suggested for something that is, first take a look at all 
objects which belong to the same genus as the thing men- 
tioned, and see whether the genus suggested is 7 iot predi- 
cated of one of them, as happens in the case of an accident : 
e- g- if ‘ good ' be laid down to be the genus of ‘ pleasure ’, 
see whether some particular pleasure be not good : for, if so, 
clearly ‘ good ' is not the genus of pleasure : for the genus is 
predicated of all the members of the same species. Secondly, »o 
see whether it be predicated not in the category of essence, 
but as an accident, as ‘ white ’ is predicated of * snow or 
•self-moved’ of the soul. For ‘snow’ is not a kind of 
‘ white ’, and therefore ‘ white ’ is not the genus of snow, nor 
is the soul a kind of ‘ moving object ’ : its motion is an 
accident of it, as it often is of an animal to walk or to be *s 
walking. Moreover, ‘moving’ does not seem to indicate 
the essence, but rather a state of doing or of having some- 
thing done to it. Likewise, also, ‘ white ’ : for it indicates 
not the essence of snow, but a certain quality of it. So 
that neither of them is predicated in the category of 
‘ essence ’. 

Especially you should take a look at the definition of 30 
Accident, and see whether it fits the genus mentioned, 
as (e. g.) is also the case in the instances just given. For it 
is possible for a thing to be and not tO' be self-moved, and 
likewise, also, for it to be and not to be white. So that 
neither of these attributes is the genus but an accident, 
since we were saying' that an accident is an attribute 
which can belong to a thing and also not belong. 35 

* I02’>6. 
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Moreover, see whether the genus and the species be not 
found in the same division, but the one be a substance while 
the other is a quality, or the one be a relative while the 
other is a quality, as (e. g.) ‘ snow ’ and ‘ swan ’ are each 
a substance, while ‘ white ’ is not a substance but a quality, 
so that ‘ white ’ is not the genus either of ' snow ’ or of 
iai“ ‘ swan Again, ‘ knowledge ’ is a relative, while ‘ good ’ and 
‘noble’ are each a quality, so that good, or noble, is not 
the genus of knowledge. For the genera of relatives ought 
themselves also to be lelatives, as is the case with ‘ double’ : 
5 for ‘ multiple ’, which is the genus of ‘ double ’, is itself also 
a relative. To speak generally, the genus ought to fall 
under the same division as the species ; for if the species be 
a substance, so too should be the genus, and if the species 
be a quality, so too the genus should be a quality ; e g. if 
white be a quality, so too should coloui be. Likewise, also, 
in other cases. 

10 Again, see whether it be necessary or possible for the 
genus to partake of the object which has been placed in 
the genus. ‘ To partake ’ is defined as ‘ to admit the defini- 
tion’ of that which is partaken. Clearly, therefore, the 
species partake of the genera, but not the genera of the 
species : for the species admits the definition of the genus, 
whereas the genus does not admit that of the species. You 
15 must look, therefore, and see whether the genus rendered 
partakes or can possibly paitake of the species, e. g. if any 
one were to render anything as genus of ‘being’ or of 
‘ unity ' ^ for then the result will be that the genus partakes 
of the species : for of everything that is, ‘ being ' and ‘ unity ’ 
are predicated, and theiefore their definition as well. 

»o Moreover, see if there be anything of which the species 
rendered is true, while the genus is not so, e. g. supposing 
‘being’ or ‘object of knowledge’ were stated to be the 
genus of ‘object of opinion’. For ‘object of opinion’ will 
be a predicate of what does not exist ; for many things 
which do not exist are objects of opinion ; whereas that 
‘being’ or ‘object of knowledge’ is not predicated of what 
does not exist is clear. So that neither ‘ being ’ nor ‘ object 
IS of knowledge' is the genus of ‘object of opinion': for of 
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the objects of which the species is predicated, the genus 
ought to be predicated as well. 

Again, see whether the object placed in the genus be 
quite unable to partake of any of its species: for it is 
impossible that it should partake of the genus if it do not 
partake of any of its species, except it be one of the species 
reached by the first division : these do partake of the genus 30 
alone. If, therefore, ‘Motion’ be stated as the genus of 
pleasure, you should look and see if pleasure be neither 
locomotion nor alteration, nor any of the rest of the given 
modes of motion : for clearly you may then take it that it 
does not partake of any of the species, and therefore not of 
the genus either, since what partakes of the genus must 
necessarily partake of one of the species as well : so that U 
pleasure could not be a species of Motion, nor yet be one 
of the individual phenomena comprised under the term 
‘ motion For individuals as well partake in the genus 
and the species, as (e. g.)an individual man partakes of both 
‘ man ’ and ‘ animal ’. 

Moreover, see if the term placed in the genus has a wider lai* 
denotation than the genus, as (e.g.) ‘object of opinion’ has, 
as compared with ' being’ : for both what is and what is not 
are objects of opinion, so that ‘object of opinion’ could not 
be a species of being : for the genus is always of wider 
denotation than the species. Again, see if the species and its 
genus have an equal denotation ; suppose, for instance, that 5 
of the attributes which go with everything, one were to be 
stated as a species and the other as its genus, as for example 
Being and Unity : for everything has being and unity, so 
that neither is the genus of the other, since their denotation 
is equal. Likewise, also, if the ‘ first ’ of a series and the 
‘ beginning ’ were to be placed one under the other ; * for 
the beginning is first and the first is the beginning, so that 10 
either both expressions are identical or at any rate neither 
is the genus of the other. The elementary principle in 
regard to all such cases is that the genus has a wider 
denotation than the species and its differentia: for the 

’ 121*36. Read ov8c ruv Tuv T^t Kii'i^ircuf Si're))'. 
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differentia as well has a narrower denotation than the 
genus. 

IS See also whether the genus mentioned fails, or might 
be generally thought to fail, to apply to some object which 
is not specifically different from the thing in question ; or, if 
your argument be constructive, whether it does so apply. 
For all things that are not specifically different have the 
same genus. If, therefore, it be shown to apply to one, 
then clearly it applies to all, and if it fails to apply to one, 
clearly it fails to apply to any ; e. g. if any one who assumes 
‘ indivisible lines ’ were to say that the ‘ indivisible ’ is their 
»o genus. For the aforesaid term is not the genus of divisible 
lines, and these do not differ as regards their species from 
indivisible : for straight lines are never different from each 
other as regards their species. 

Look and see, also, if there be any other genus of the 2 
35 given species which neither embraces the genus rendered 
nor yet falls under it, e. g. suppose any one were to lay 
down that ' knowledge ’ is the genus of justice. For virtue 
is its genus as well, and neither of these genera embraces 
the remaining one, so that knowledge could not be the 
genus of justice : for it is generally accepted that whenever 
one species falls under two genera, the one is embraced 
30 by the other. Yet a principle of this kind gives rise to 
a difficulty in some cases. For some people hold that 
prudence is both virtue and knowledge, and that neither of 
its genera is embraced by the other : although certainly 
not everybody admits that prudence is knowledge. If, how- 
ever, any one were to admit the truth of this assertion, yet 
35 it would still be generally agreed to be necessary that the 
genera of the same object must at any rate be subordinate 
either the one to the other or both to the same, as actually 
is the case with virtue and knowledge. For both fall under 
the same genus ; for each of them is a state and a disposi- 
tion. You should look, therefore, and see whether neither of 
these things is true of the genus rendered ; for if the genera 
laa* be subordinate neither the one to the other nor both to the 
same, then what is rendered coitid not be the tiue genus. 
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Look, also, at the genus of the genus rendered, and so 
continually at the next higher genus, and see whether all 
are predicated of the species, and predicated in the category 5 
of essence : for all the higher genera should be predicated 
of the species in the category of essence. If, then, there be 
anywhere a discrepancy, clearly what is rendered is not the 
true genus. [Again, see whether either the genus itself, or 
one of its higher genera, partakes of the species : for the 
higher genus does not partake of any of the lower.] * If, then, 
you are overthrowing a view, follow the rule as given ; if le 
establishing one, then — suppose that what has been named 
as genus be admitted to belong to the species, only it be 
disputed whether it belongs as genus — it is enough to show 
that one of its higher genera is predicated of the species in 
the category of essence. For if one of them be predicated 
in the category of essence, all of them, both higher and lower 
than this one, if predicated at all of the species, will be pre- rs 
dicated of it in the categoty of essence: so that what has 
been rendered as genus is also predicated in the category of 
essence. The premiss that when one genus is predicated 
in the category of essence, all the rest, if predicated at all, 
will be predicated in the category of essence, should be 
secured by induction. Supposing, however, that it be dis- 
puted whether what has been rendered as genus belongs at m 
all, it is not enough to show that one of the higher genera 
is predicated of the species in the category of essence : e. g. if 
any one has rendered ‘ locomotion ' as the genus of walking, 
it is not enough to show that walking is ‘ motion ’ in order 
to show that it is ‘ locomotion seeing that there are other 
forms of motion as well ; but one must show in addition that 
walking does not partake of any of the species of motion 15 
produced by the same division except locomotion. For of 
necessity what partakes of the genus partakes also of one of 
the species produced bythe first division of the genus. If, there- 
fore, walking does not partake either of increase or decrease 
or of the other kinds of motion, clearly it would partake of 
locomotion, so that locomotion would be the genus of walking, jo 
Again, look among the things of which the given species 
' An irrelevant interruption here : it merely repeats 121*10 foil. 
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is predicated as genus, and see if what is rendered as its 
genus be also predicated in the category of essence of the 
very things of which the species is so predicated, and like- 
wise if all the genera higher than this genus are so predi- 
cated as well. For if there be anywhere a discrepancy, 
35 clearly what has been rendered is not the true genus : for 
had it been the genus, then both the genera higher than it, 
and it itself, would all have been predicated in the category 
of essence of those objects of which the species too is predi- 
cated in the category of essence. If, then, you are over- 
throwing a view, it is useful to see whether the genus fails 
to be predicated in the category of essence of those things 
of which the species too is predicated. If establishing a 
laa*’ view, it is useful to see whether it is predicated in the 
category of essence : for if so, the result will be that the 
genus and the species will be predicated of the same object 
in the category of essence, so that the same object falls 
under two genera : the genera must therefore of necessity 
be subordinate one to the other, and therefore if it be shown 
5 that the one we wish to establish as genus is not subordinate 
to the species, clearly the species would be subordinate to 
it, so that you may take it as shown that it is the genus. 

Look, also, at the definitions of the genera, and see 
whether they apply both to the given species and to the 
objects which partake of the species. For of necessity 
the definitions of its genera must be predicated of the 
10 species and of the objects which partake of ^he species: 
if, then, there be anyw'here a discrepancy, clearly what has 
been rendered is not the genus. 

Again, see if he has rendered the differentia as the genus, 
e. g. ‘ immortal ’ as the genus of ‘ God ’. For ' immortal ’ is 
a differentia of ‘ living being ’, seeing that of living beings 
some are mortal and others immortal. Clearly, then, a bad 
15 mistake has been made ; for the differentia of a thing is 
never its genus. And that this is true is clear ; for a thing’s 
diffeientia never signifies its essence, but rather some quality, 
as do ‘ walking ’ and ‘ biped ’. 

Also, see whether he has placed the differentia inside the 
genus, e. g. by taking ‘ odd ’ as ‘ a number ’. For ‘ odd ’ is 
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a differentia of number, not a species. Nor is the differentia »o 
generally thought to partake of the genus : for what par- 
takes of the genus is always cither a species or an individual, 
whereas the differentia is neither a species nor an indi- 
vidual. Clearly, therefore, the differentia does not partake 
of the genus, so that ‘ odd ’ too is no species but a differentia, 
seeing that it does not partake of the genus. 

Moreover, see whether he has placed the genus inside the as 
species, e. g. by taking ‘contact’ to be a ‘juncture’, or 
‘ mixture ’ a ‘ fusion ’, or, as in Plato’s definition,^ ‘ loco- 
motion ’ to be the same as ‘ carriage ’. For there is no 
necessity that contact should be juncture: rather, con- 
versely, juncture must be contact : for what is in contact is 
not always joined, though what is joined is always in con- 
tact. Likewise, also, in the remaining instances : for 30 
mixture is not always a ‘ fusion ’ (for to mix dry things 
does not fuse them), nor is locomotion always ‘ carriage ’. 

For walking is not generally thought to be carriage: for 
‘ carriage ' is mostly used of things that change one place 
for another involuntarily, as happens in the case of in- 
animate things. Clearly, also, the species, in the instances 35 
given, has a wider denotation than the genus, whereas it 
ought to be vice versa. 

Again, see whether he has placed the differentia inside 
the species, by taking (e. g.) ‘ immortal ’ to be ‘ a god For 
the result will be that the species has an equal or wider 
denotation : and this cannot be, for always the differentia 
has an equal or a wider denotation than the species. More- 123* 
over, see whether he has placed the genus inside the 
differentia, by making ‘ colour ’ (e. g.) to be a thing that 
‘ pierces ’, or ‘ number ’ a thing that is ' odd ’. Also, see if 
he has mentioned the genus as differentia ; for it is possible 
for a man to bring forward a statement of this kind as well, 
e. g. that ‘ mixture ’ is the differentia of ‘ fusion ', or that 
' change of place ’ is the differentia of ‘ carriage '. All such 5 
cases should be examined by means of the same principles : 
for they depend upon common rules : for the genus should 
have a wider denotation than its differentia, and also should 
' Thtaet. 181 D. 
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not partake of its differentia ; whereas, if it be rendered in 
this manner, neither of the aforesaid requirements can be 
satisfied ; for the genus will both have a narrower denota- 
10 tion than its differentia, and will partake of it. 

Again, if no differentia belonging to the genus be predi- 
cated of the given species, neither will the genus be 
predicated of it ; e. g. of ‘ soul ' neither ‘ odd ' nor ‘ even ' 
is predicated: neither therefore is ‘number’. Moreover, 
see whether the species is naturally prior and abolishes the 
15 genus along with itself : for the contrary is the general 
view. Moreover, if it be possible for the genus stated, or 
for its differentia, to be absent from the alleged species, 
e. g. for ‘ movement ’ to be absent from the ‘ soul ’, or ‘ truth 
and falsehood ’ from ‘ opinion then neither of the terms 
stated could be its genus or its differentia : for the general 
view is that the genus and the differentia accompany the 
species, as long as it exists. 

to Look and see, also, if what is placed in the genus 3 
partakes or could possibly partake of any contrary of the 
genus : for in that case the same thing will at the same 
time partake of contrary things, seeing that the genus is 
never absent from it, while it partakes, or can possibly 
partake, of the contrary genus as well. Moreover, see 
whether the species shares in any character which it is 
utterly impossible for any member of the genus to have, 
as Thus (e. g.) if the soul has a share in life, while it is im- 
possible for any number to live, then the soul could not be 
a species of number. 

You should look and see, also, if the species bea homonym 
of the genus, and employ as your elementary principles 
those already stated for dealing with homonymity : * for the 
genus and the species are synonymous. 

30 Seeing that of every genus there is more than one 
species, look and see if it be impossible that there should 
be another spedes than the gpven one belonging to the 
genus stated ; for if there should be none, then clearly what 
has been stated could not be a genus at all. 

* io6*9 ff. 
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Look and see, also, if he has rendered as genus a meta- 
phorical expression, describing (e. g.) ‘ temperance ’ as a 
* harmony ’ : for a genus is always predicated of its species 35 
in its literal sense, whereas ' harmony ’ is predicated of 
temperance not in a literal sense but metaphorically : for 
a harmony alw'ays consists in notes. 

Moreover, if there be any contrary of the species, examine las** 
it. The examination may take different forms ; first of all 
see if the contrary as well be found in the same genus as 
the species, supposing the genus to have no contrary : for 
contraries ought to be found in the same genus, if there be 
no contrary to the genus. Supposing, on the other hand, 5 
that there is a contrary to the genus, see if the contrary of 
the species be found in the contrary genus : for of necessity 
the contrary species must be in the contrary genu.s, if there 
be any contrary to the genus. Each of these points is 
made plain by means of induction. Again, see whether the 
contrary of the species be not found in any genus at all, 
but be itself a genus, e. g. ‘ good for if this be not found 
in any genus, neither will its contrary be found in any lo 
genus, but will itself be a genus, as happens in the case of 
good ' and * evil ’ : for neither of these is found in a genus, 
but each of them is a genus. Moreover, sec if both genus 
and species be contrary to something, and one pair of 
contraries have an intermediary, but not the other. For if 
the genera have an intermediary, so should their species as 
well, and if the species have, so should their genera as well, is 
as is the case with (i) virtue and vice and (z) justice and 
injustice : for each pair has an intermediary. An objection 
to this is that there is no intermediary between health and 
disease, although there is one between evil and good. Or 
see whether, though there be indeed an intermediary between 
both pairs, i. e. both between the species and between the 
genera, yet it be not similarly related, but in one case be 
a mere negation of the extremes, whereas in the other case m 
it is a subject. For the general view is that the relation 
should be similar in both cases, as it is in the cases of virtue 
and vice and of justice and injustice : fur the intermediaries 
between both are mere negations. Moreover, whenever the 
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genus has no contrary, look and see not merely whether the 
contrary of the species be found in the same genus, but the 
35 intermediate as well : for the genus containing the extremes 
contains the intermediates as well, as (e. g.) in the case of 
white and black ; for ‘ colour ’ is the genus both of these and 
of all the intermediate colours as well. An objection may 
be raised that ‘ defect ’ and ‘ excess ’ are found in the same 
genus (for both are in the genus * evil whereas ‘ moderate 
amount the intermediate between them, is found not in 
30 * evil ' but in ‘ good Look and see also whether, while the 
genus has a contrary, the species has none ; for if the genus 
be contrary to anything, so too is the species, as virtue to vice 
and justice to injustice. Likewise, also, if one were to look at 
other instances, one would come to see clearly a fact like this. 
An objection may be raised in the case of health and disease : 
35 for health in general is the contrary of disease, whereas a 
particular disease, being a species of disease, e.g. fever and 
ophthalmia and any other particular disea.se, has no contrary. 

If, therefore, you are demolishing a view, there are all 
these ways in which you should make your examination : 
for if the aforesaid characters do not belong to it, clearly 
what has been rendered is not the genus. If, on the other 
hand, you are establishing a view, there are three ways; 
in the first place, see whether the contrary of the species be 
found in the genus stated, suppose the genus have no 
5 contrary : for if the contrary be found in it, clearly the 
species in question is found in it as well. Moreover, see if 
the intermediate species is found in the genus stated : for 
whatever genus contains the intermediate contains the 
extremes as well. Again, if the genus have a contrary, 
look and see whether also the contrary species is found 
in the contrary genus : for if so, clearly also the species in 
question is found in the genus in question. 

10 Again, consider in the ca.se of the inflexions and the 
co-ordinates of species and genus, and sec. whether they 
follow likewise, both in demolishing and in establishing 
a view. For whatever attribute belongs or does not belong 
to one belongs or does not belong at the same time to all ; 
e. g. if justice be a particular form of knowledge, then also 
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‘justly’ is ‘knowingly’ and the just man is a man of 
knowledge : whereas if any of these things be not so, then 
neither is any of the rest of them. 

4 Again, consider the case of things that bear a like relation 15 
to one another. Thus (e. g.) the relation of the pleasant 
to pleasure is like that of the useful to the good : for in 
each case the one produces the other. If therefore pleasure 
be a kind of ‘ good then also the pleasant will be a kind 
of ‘ useful ’ : for clearly it may be taken to be productive of 
good, seeing that pleasure is good. In the same way also ao 
consider the case of processes of generation and destruc- 
tion ; if (e. g.) to build be to be active, then to have built 
is to have been active, and if to learn be to recollect, 
then also to have learnt is to have recollected, and if to 
be decomposed be to be destroyed, then to have been 
decomposed is to have been destroyed, and decomposition 
is a kind of destruction. Consider also in the same way the 
case of things that generate or destroy, and of the capacities »s 
and uses of things ; and in general, both in demolishing 
and in establishing an argument, you should examine things 
in the light of any resemblance of whatever description, as 
we were saying in the case of generation and destruction. 
For if what tends to destroy tends to decompose, then also 
to be destroyed is to be decomposed : and if what tends to 
generate tends to produce, then to be generated is to be 30 
produced, and generation is production. Likewise, also, in 
the case of the capacities and uses of things: for if a 
capacity be a disposition, then also to be capable of some- 
thing is to be disposed to it, and if the use of anything be 
an activity, then to use it is to be active, and to have used 
it is to have been active. 

If the opposite of the species be a privation, there are 3S 
two ways of demolishing an argument, first of all by looking 
to see if the opposite be found in the genus rendered : for 
either the privation is to be found absolutely nowhere in 
the same genus, or at least not in the same ultimate genus : 
e. g. if the ultimate genus containing sight be sensation, 
then blindness will not be a sensation. Secondly, if there 
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194^ be a privation opposed to both genus and species, but the 
opposite of the species be not found in the opposite of 
the genus, then neither could the species rendered be in 
the genus rendered. If, then, you are demolishing a view, 
you should follow the rule as stated ; but if establishing 
one there is but one way : for if the opposite species be 
5 found in the opposite genus, then also the species in question 
would be found in the genus in question : e. g. if ‘ blind- 
ness * be a form of ‘ insensibility then ‘ sight ' is a form of 
* sensation 

Again, look at the negations of the genus and species 
and convert the order of terms, according to the method 
described in the case of Accident : ’ e. g. if the pleasant be 
a kind of good, what is not good is not pleasant. P'or were 
10 this not so, something not good as well would then be 
pleasant. That, however, cannot be,* for it is impossible, if 
‘ good ’ be the genus of pleasant, that anything not good 
should be pleasant: for of things of which the genus is 
not predicated, none of the species is predicated either. 
Also, in establishing a view, you should adopt the same 
method of examination : for if what is not good be not 
pleasant, then what is pleasant is good, so that ' good ' is 
the genus of ‘ pleasant 

15 If the species be a relative term, see whether the genus 
be a relative term as well : for if the species be a relative 
term, so too is the genus, as is the case with ' double ’ and 
‘ multiple ’ : for each is a relative term. If, on the other 
hand, the genus be a relative term, there is no necessity 
that the species should be so as well : fop ‘ knowledge ’ is 
a relative term, but not so ‘ grammar ’. Or possibly not even 
so the first statement would be generally considered true : for 
virtue is a kind of ' noble ' and a kind of ' good ’ thing, and 
yet, while ‘ virtue ’ is a relative term, ‘ good ’ and ‘ noble ’ 
are not relatives but qualities. Again, see whether the 
species fails to be used in the same relation when called 
by its own name, and when called by the name of its 
genus : c, g. if the term ‘ double ’ be used to mean the 
*5 double of a ‘ half’, then also the term ‘ multiple ' ought to 
* IIS’* 15-26. • 124^10. Read aMwiroi' yap. 
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' be used to mean multiple of a ‘ half. Otherwise ‘ multiple ’ 
could not be the genus of ‘ double 

Moreover, see whether the term fail to be used in the 
same relation both when called by the name of its genus, 
and also when called by those of all the genera of its genus. 

For if the double be a multiple of a half, then ‘ in excess of 30 
will also be used in relation to a ‘ half ’ : and, in general, 
the double will be called by the names of all the higher 
genera in relation to a * half’. An objection may be raised 
that there is no necessity for a term to be used in the same 
relation when called by its own name and when called by 
that of its genus : for ‘ knowledge ’ is called knowledge ‘ of 
an object whereas it is called a ‘ state * and * disposition ’ 
not of an ‘ object ’ but of the ‘ soul 
Again, see whether the genus and the species be used in ss 
the same way in respect of the inflexions they take, e.g. 
datives and genitives and all the rest. For as the species is 
used, so should the genus be as well, as in the case of 
‘ double ’ and its higher genera : for we say both ' double 
of and ‘multiple of a thing. Likewise, also, in the case 
of ‘ knowledge ’ : for both ‘ knowledge ’ itself and its genera, las* 
e. g. ‘disposition’ and ‘state’, are said to be ‘of some- 
thing. An objection may be raised that in some cases it is 
not so ; for we say ‘ superior to ’ and ‘ contrary to ’ so and so, 
whereas ‘ other ’, which is the genus of these terms, demands 
not ‘ to ’ but ‘ than ’ : for the expression is ‘ other tkan ’ so 
and so. 

Again, see whether terms used in like case-relationships 5 
fail to yield a like construction when converted, as do 
‘ double ’ and ‘ multiple ’. For each of these terms takes a 
genitive both in itself and in its converted form : for we 
say both ‘a half of’ and ‘a fraction of’ something. The 
case is the same also as regards both ‘knowledge’ and 
‘ conception ' : for these take a genitive, and by conversion 10 
an ‘ object of knowledge ’ and an ‘ object of conception ’ are 
both alike ^ used with a dative. If, then, in any cases the 
constructions after conversion be not alike, clearly the one 
term is not the genus of the other. 

' 125*11. Take away the colon after i/ioiW. 
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Again, see whether the species and the genus fail to be 
used in relation to an equal number of things : for the 
IS general view is that the uses of both are alike and equal in 
number, as is the case with ‘ present ’ and ‘ grant For 
a ‘ present ' is of something or to some one, and also a 
‘ grant ’ is of something and to some one : and ‘ grant ’ is the 
genus of ‘ present ’, for a ‘ present ’ is a ‘ grant that need not 
be returned’. In some cases, however, the number of 
relations in which the terms are used happens not to be 
ao equal, for while ‘ double ’ is double of something, we speak 
of ‘in excess' or 'greater' in something, as well as of at 
ihan something : for what is in excess or greater is always 
in excess in something, as well as in excess of something. 
Hence the terms in question are not the genera of ‘ double ', 
inasmuch as they are not used in relation to an equal number 
of things with the species. Or possibly it is not universally 
true that species and genus are used in relation to an equal 
number of things. 

»B See, also, if the opposite of the species have the opposite 
of the genus as its genus, e. g. whether, if ‘ multiple ’ be the 
genus of ‘double’, ‘fraction’ be also the genus of ‘half’. 
For the opposite of the genus should always be the genus 
of the opposite species. If, then, any one were to assert 
that knowledge is a kind of sensation, then also the object 
of knowledge will have to be a kind of object of sensation, 
whereas it is not : for an object of knowledge is not always 
30 an object of sensation ; for objects of knowledge include 
some of the objects of intuition as well. Hence ‘ object of 
sensation ’ is not the genus of ‘ object of knowledge ' : and if 
this be so, neither is ' sensation ’ the genus of ‘ knowledge ’. 

Seeing that of relative terms some are of necessity found 
in, or used of, the things in relation to which they happen at 
35 any time to be used (' e. g. ' disposition ' and ‘ state ' and 
‘balance’; for in nothing else can the aforesaid terms 
possibly be found except in the things in relation to which 
they are used), while others need not be found in the things 
in relation to which they are used at any time, though they 
still may be (e. g. if the term ‘object of knowledge’ be 
* 125*35. Beginning the bracket at oioi' . . . instead of at iv . . . 
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applied to the soul : for it is quite possible that the know- 
ledge of itself should be possessed by the soul itself, but it 
is not necessary, for it is possible for this same knowledge 40 
to be found in some one else), while for others, again, it is 135* 
absolutely impossible that they should be found in the things 
in relation to which they happen at any time to be used 
(as e. g. that the contrary should be found in the contrary 
or knowledge in the object of knowledge, unless the object 
of knowledge happen to be a soul or a man) ^ — you should 
look, therefore, and see whether he places a term of one s 
kind inside a genus that is not of that kind, e. g. suppose he 
has said that ‘ memory ’ is the ' abiding of knowledge For 

‘ abiding ' is always found in that which abides, and is used 
of that, so that the abiding of knowledge also will be found 
in knowledge. Memory, then, is found in knowledge, seeing 
that it is the abiding of knowledge. But this is impossible, 
for memory is always found in the soul. The aforesaid 10 
commonplace rule is common to the subject of Accident as 
well : for it is all the same to say that ' abiding ’ is the 
genus of memory, or to allege that it is an accident of it. 

For if in any way whatever memory be the abiding of 
knowledge, the same argument in regard to it will apply. 

5 Again, see if he has placed what is a ' state ’ inside the 15 
genus ‘ activity or an activity inside the genus ‘ state 
e. g. by defining ‘ sensation ’ as ‘ movement communicated 
through the body ’ : for sensation is a ' state ’, whereas 
movement is an ‘ activity ’. Likewise, also, if he has said 
that memory is a * state that is retentive of a conception *, 
for memory is never a state, but rather an activity. 

They also make a bad mistake who rank a ‘ state ’ within ao 
the ‘capacity’ that attends it, & g. by defining ‘good temper’ 
as the ‘ control of anger ’, and ‘ courage ' and ‘ justice ’ as 
‘ control of fears ’ and of ‘ gains ’ : for the terms ‘courageous ’ 
and ‘good-tempered ’ are applied to a man who is immune 
from passion, whereas ‘ self-controlled’ describes the man 
who is exposed to passion and not led by it. Quite possibly, 
indeed, each of the former is attended by a capacity such 
‘ Bracketing las** a-4 olor . . . SnOpmtos Sp, 
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>5 that, if he were exposed to passion, he would control it and 
not be led by it : but, for all that, this is not what is meant 
by being ‘ courageous ’ in the one case, and ‘good-tempered* 
in the other ; what is meant is an absolute immunity from 
any passions of that kind at all. 

Sometimes, also, people state any kind of attendant feature 
as the genus, e. g. ' pain ’ as the genus of ‘ anger ’ and ‘ con- 
30 ception ’ as that of ‘ conviction For both of the things in 
question follow in a certain sense upon the given species, but 
neither of them is genus to it. For when the angry man feels 
pain, the pain has appeared in him earlier than the anger: for 
his anger is not the cause of his pain, but his pain of his anger, 
so that anger emphaticallyrif not pain. By the same reasoning,' 
35 neither is conviction conception : for it is possible to have the 
same conception even without being convinced of it, whereas 
this is impossible if conviction be a species of conception: 
for it is impossible for a thing still to remain the same if it 
be entirely transferred out of its species, just as neither 
could the same animal at one time be, and at another not be, 
40 a man. If, on the other hand, any one says that a man who has 
a conception must of necessity be also convinced of it, then 
ia6* ‘ conception ’ and ‘ conviction ’ will be used with an equal de- 
notation, so that not even so could the former be the genus 
of the latter : for the denotation of the genus should be wider. 

See, also, whether both naturally come to be anywhere in 
the same thing : for what contains the species contains the 
genus as well : e.g. what contains ‘ white ’ contains ‘ colour’ 
5 as well, and what contains ‘ knowledge of grammar ’ con- 
tains ‘ knowledge ’ as well. If, therefore, any one says that 
‘ shame ’ is ‘ fear ’, or that ‘ anger ’ is ‘ pain ’, the result will 
be that genus and species are not found in the same thing : 
for shame is found in the ' reasoning ' faculty, whereas fear 
is in the ‘ spirited ’ faculty, and ‘ pain ’ is found in the faculty 
le of ‘ desires ’ (for in this pleasure also is found), whereas 
‘anger’ is found in the ‘spirited’ faculty. Hence the 
terms rendered are not the genera, seeing that they do not 
naturally come to be in the same faculty as the species. 
Likewise, also, if ‘friendship’ be found in the faculty of 
' I35’’3S. Readrniro. 
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desires, you may take it that it is not a form of ‘ wishing ’ : 
for wishing is always found in the ‘ reasoning ' faculty. This 
commonplace rule is useful also in dealing with Accident : 
for the accident and that of which it is an accident are both 15 
found in the same thing, so that if they do not appear in the 
same thing, clearly it is not an accident. 

Again, see if the species pai takes of the genus attributed 
only in some particular respect : for it is the general view 
that the genus is not thus imparted only in some particular 
respect : for a man is not an animal in a particular respect, 
nor is grammar knowledge in a particular respect only. 
Likewise also in other instances. Look, therefore, and see so 
if in the case of any of its species the genus be imparted 
only in a certain respect ; e.g. if • animal ’ has been described 
as an ‘ object of perception ’ or of ‘ sight’. For an animal 
is an object of perception or of sight in a particular respect 
only; for it is in respect of its body that it is perceived 
and seen, not in respect of its soul, so that ‘ object of sight ’ 
and 'object of perception ’ could not be the genus of ‘animal as 

Sometimes also people place the whole inside the part 
without detection, defining (e. g.) ‘ animal ’ as an ‘ animate 
body * ; whereas the part is not predicated in any sense of 
the whole, so that ‘ body ’ could not be the genus of animal, 
seeing that it is a part. 

See also if he has put anything that is blameworthy or 30 
objectionable into the class ‘ capacity ’ or ‘ capable ', e.g. by 
defining a ‘ sophist ’ or a ‘ slanderer ’, or a ' thief ’ as ‘ one 
who is capable of secretly thievrng other people’s property’.* 

For none of the aforesaid characters is so called because he 
is ‘ capable ’ in one of these respects : for even God and the 
good man are capable of doing bad things, but that is not 35 
their character : for it is always in respect of their choice 
that bad men are so called. Moreover, a capacity is always 
a desirable thing : for even the capacities for doing bad 
things are desirable, and therefore it is we say that even 
God and the good man posse.ss them ; for they are capable 
(we say) of doing evil. So then ‘ capacity ' can never be the 
genus of anything blameworthy. Else, the result will be laS" 
* 126*32. Read t 6 i> tvvd/ttiiov Xdffpf dWirpia KkfTmiD. 
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that what is blameworthy is sometimes desirable : for there 
will be a certain form of capacity that is blameworthy. 

Also, see if he has put anything that is precious or desir- 
able for its own sake into the class ‘ capacity ’ or ‘ capable ’ 
5 or ‘ productive ' of anything. For capacity, and what is 
capable or productive of anything, is always desirable for 
the sake of something else. 

Or see if he has put anything that exists in two genera or 
more into one of them only. For some things it is im- 
possible to place in a single genus, e.g. the ‘ cheat ’ and the 
‘ slanderer ’ : for neither he who has the will without the 
10 capacity, nor he who has the capacity without the will, is a 
slanderer or cheat, but he who has both of them. Hence 
he must be put not into one genus, but into both the afore- 
said genera. 

Moreover, people sometimes in converse order render 
genus as differentia, and differentia as genus, defining (e.g.) 
15 astonishment as ‘ excess of wonderment ’ and conviction as 
‘vehemence of conception’. For neither ‘excess’ nor 
‘ vehemence ' is the genus, but the differentia : for astonish- 
ment is usually taken to be an ' excessive wonderment ’, and 
conviction to be a ‘ vehement conception so that ‘ wonder- 
ment’ and ‘conception’ are the genus, while ‘excess' and 
‘vehemence’ are the differentia. Moreover, if any one 
ao renders ' excess ’ and ‘ vehemence ’ as genera,^ then inani- 
mate things will be convinced and astonished. For ‘ vehe- 
mence ’ and ‘ excess ’ of a thing are found in a thing which 
is thus vehement and in excess. If, therefore, astonishment 
be excess of wonderment the astonishment will be found in 
the wonderment, so that ‘ wonderment ’ will be astonished I 
as Likewise, also, conviction will be found in the conception, if 
it be ‘ vehemence of conception ’, so that the conception will 
be convinced. Moreover, a man who renders an answer in 
this style will in consequence find himself calling vehemence 
vehement and excess excessive : for there is such a thing as 
a vehement conviction : if then conviction be ‘ vehemence ’, 
30 there would be a ‘ vehement vehemence ’. Likewise, also, 
there is such a thing as excessive astonishment : if then 
‘ 126^20. Read yc VI}. 
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astonishment be an excess, there would be an ‘ excessive 
excess’. Whereas neither of these things is generally 
believed, any more than that knowledge is a knower * or 
motion a moving thing. 

Sometimes, too, people make the bad mistake of putting 
an affection into that which is affected, as its genus, e.g. 35 
those who say that immortality is everlasting life: for 
immortality seems to be a certain affection or accidental 
feature of life. That this saying is true would appear clear 
if any one were to admit that a man can pass from being 
mortal and become immortal : for no one will assert that 
he takes another life, but that a certain accidental feature or 
affection enters into this one as it is. So then ‘ life’ is not 127* 
the genus of immortality. 

Again, see if to an affection he has ascribed as genus the 
object of which it is an affection, by defining (e. g.) wind as 
' air in motion ’. Rather, wdnd is ‘ a movement of air ’ : 
for the same air persists both when it is in motion and when 5 
it is still. Hence wind is not ‘ air ' at all : for then there 
would also have been wind when the air was not in motion, 
seeing that the same air which formed the wind persists. 
Likewise, also, in other cases of the kind. Even, then, if 
we ought in this instance to admit the point that wind 
is ' air in motion ’, yet we should accept a definition of the 10 
kind, not about all those things of which the genus is not 
true, but only in cases where the genus rendered is a true 
predicate. For in some cases, e. g. ‘ mud ’ or ‘ snow ', it is 
not generally held to be true. For people tell you that 
snow is ‘ frozen water ’ and mud is ‘ earth mixed with 
moisture’, whereas snow is not water, nor mud earth, so 15 
that neither of the terms rendered could be the genus : for 
the genus should be true of all its species. Likewise 
neither is wine ‘ fermented water as Empedocles speaks of 
‘ water fermented in wood ’ : * for it simply is not water at 
all. 

6 Moreover, see whether the term rendered fail to be the *0 
genus of anything at all ; for then clearly it also fails to be 
* 126'’ 33. Read f jrioTijfii? f'ir«rr 5 fioi'. Fr. 81. 
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the genus of the species mentioned. Examine the point by 
seeing whether the objects that partake of the genus fail 
to be specifically different from one another, e.g. white 
objects : for these do not differ specifically from one another, 
whereas of a genus the species are always different, so that 
as ' white ’ could not be the genus of anything. 

Again, see whether he has named as genus or differentia 
some feature that goes with everything : for the number of 
attributes that follow everything is comparatively large: 
thus (e.g.) ‘ Being’ and ‘ Unity’ are among the number of 
attributes that follow everything. If, therefore, he has 
rendered ‘ Being ’ as a genus, clearly it would be the genus 
of everything, seeing that it is predicated of everything ; for 
30 the genus is never predicated of anything except of its 
species. Hence Unity, inter alia, will be a species of Being. 
The result, therefore, is that of all things of which the genus 
is predicated, the species is predicated as well, seeing that 
Being and Unity are predicates of absolutely eveiything, 
whereas the predication of the speciesought to be of narrower 
35 range. If, on the other hand, he has named as differentia 
some attribute that follows everything, clearly the denota- 
tion of the differentia will be equal to, or wider than, that 
of the genus. For if the genus, too, be some attribute that 
follows everything, the denotation of the differentia will be' 
equal to its denotation, while if the genus do not follow 
everything, it will be still wider. 
vvff Moreover, see if the description ‘ inherent in S ’ be used 
of the genus rendered in relation to its species, as it is used 
of ‘ white' in the case of snow, thus showing clearly that it 
could not be the genus ; for ‘ true 0/ S ’ is the only descrip- 
tion used of the genus in relation to its species. 

5 Look and see also if the genus fails to be synonymous 
with its species. For the genus is always predicated of its 
species synonymously. 

Moreover, beware, whenever both species and genus have 
a contrary, and he places the better of the contraries inside 
the worse genus : for the result will be that the remaining 
10 species will be found in the remaining genus, seeing that 
contraries are found in contrary genera, so that the better 
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species will be found in the worse genus and the worse in 
the better : whereas the usual view is that of the better 
species the genus too is better. Also sec if he has placed 
the species inside the worse and not inside the better genus, 
when it is at the same time related in like manner to both, 
as (e.g.) if he has defined the ‘ soul’ as a ‘ form of motion ’ *5 
or ‘ a form of moving thing For the same soul is usually 
thought to be a principle alike of rest and of motion, so 
that, if rest is the better of the two, this is the genus into 
which the soul should have been put. 

Moreover, judge by means of greater and less degrees: 
if overthrowing a view, see whether the genus admits of a 
greater degree, w’hereas neither the species itself does so, 
nor any term that is called after it: e.g. if virtue admits of ao 
a greater degree, so too does justice and the just man : for 
one man is called ‘more just than another’. If, therefore, 
the genus rendered admits of a greater degree, whereas 
neither the species does so itself nor yet any term called 
after it, then what has been rendered could not be the 
genus. as 

Again, if what is more generally, or as generally, thought 
to be the genus be not so, clearly neither is the genus 
rendered. The commonplace rule in question is useful 
especially in cases where the species appears to have several 
predicates in the category of essence, and where no distinc- 
tion has been drawn between them, and we cannot say 
which of them is genus ; e.g. both ‘ pain ’ and the ‘ concep- 30 
tion of a slight ’ are usually thought to be predicates of 
‘ anger ’ in the category of essence : for the angry man is 
both in pain and also conceives that he is slighted. The 
same mode of inquiry may be applied also to the case of 
the species, by comparing it with some other species : for if 
the one which is more generally, or as generally, thought to 
be found in the genus rendered be not found therein, then 35 
clearly neither could the species rendered be found therein. 

In demolishing a view, therefore, you should follow the 
rule as stated. In establishing one, on the other hand, the 
commonplace rule that you should see if both the genus 
rendered and the species admit of a greater degree will not 128* 
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serve : for even though both admit it, it is still possible for 
one not to be the genus of the other. For both ‘ beautiful ’ 
and ‘ white ’ admit of a greater degree, and neither is the 
genus of the other. On the other hand, the comparison of 
5 the genera and of the species one with another is of use : 
e. g. supposing A and B to have a like claim to be genus, 
then if one be a genus, so also is the other. Likewise also, 
if what has less claim be a genus, so also is what has 
more claim : e. g. if ‘ capacity ' have more claim than 
* virtue ’ to be the genus of self-control, and virtue be the 
genus, so also is capacity. The same observations will 
10 apply also in the case of the species. For instance, supposing 
A and B to have a like claim to be a species of the genus in 
question, then if the one be a species, so also is the other : and 
if that which is less generally thought to be so be a species, 
so also is that which is more generally thought to be so. 

Moreover, to establish a view, yor should look and see if 
the genus is predicated in the category of essence of those 
things of which it has been rendered as the genus, suppos- 
15 ing the species rendered to be not one single species but 
several different ones ; for then clearly it will be the genus. 
If, on the other, the species rendered be single, look and see 
whether the genus be predicated in the category of essence 
of other species as well : for then, again, the result will be 
that it is predicated of several different species. 

,0 Since some people think that the differentia, too, is a 
predicate of the various species in the category of essence, 
you should distinguish the genus from the difterentia by 
employing the aforesaid elementary principles — (a) that 
the genus has a wider denotation than the differentia; 
(b) that in rendering the essence of a thing it is more 
fitting to state the genus than the differentia : for any one 
as who says that ‘ man ’ is an ‘ animal ' shows what man is 
better than he who describes him as ‘ walking ’ ; also {c) that 
the differentia always signifies a quality of the genus, 
whereas the genus does not do this of the differentia : for 
he who says ‘ walking ’ describes an animal of a certain 
quality, whereas he who says ‘animal’ does not describe 
a walking thing of a certain quality. 
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The differentia, then, should be distinguished from the 30 
genus in this manner. Now seeing it is generally held that 
if^ what is musical, in being musical, possesses knowledge 
in some respect, then also ‘ music ’ is a particular kind of 
‘ knowledge ’ ; and also that if what walks is moved in 
walking, then ‘ walking ’ is a particular kind of ‘ movement ’ ; 
you should therefore examine in the aforesaid manner any 
genus in which you want to establish the existence of some- 
thing ; e. g., if you wish to prove that ‘ knowledge ’ is a form 3 S 
of ‘ conviction ’, see whether the know'er in knowing is con- 
vinced : for then clearly knowledge would be a particular 
kind of conviction. You should proceed in the same way 
also in regard to the other cases of this kind. 

Moreover, seeing that it is difficult to distinguish what- 
ever always follows along with a thing, and is not con- 
vertible with it, from its genus, if A follows B universally, 
whereas B does not follow A universally — as e. g, ' rest ’ las’* 
always follows a ‘ calm ’ and ‘ divisibility ’ follows ‘ number ’, 
but not conversely (for the divisible is not always a number, 
nor rest a calm) — you may yourself assume in your treat- 
ment of them that the one which always follows is the 
genus, whenever the other is not convertible with it : if, on 5 
the other hand, some one else puts forward the proposition, 
do not accept it universally. An objection to it is that ' not- 
being ’ always follows what is ‘ coming to be ’ (for what is 
coming to be is not) and is not convertible with it (for 
what is not is not always coming to be), and that still 
‘not-being’ is not the genus of ‘coming to be’: for'not- 
being ’ has not any species at all. 

Questions, then, in regard to Genus should be invest!- 10 
gated in the ways described. 

* 128*31, adopting Imelman's restoration (at which I had arrived 
independently) nrri Si Somt ^ci) ri fioua-uAv . . . iirtar^iiov ri ittri, nal 7 
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14 The question whether the attribute stated is or is not I 
a property, should be examined by the following methods : 

Any ' property ’ rendered is always either essential and 
permanent or relative and temporary : e. g. it is an ‘ essential 
property’ of man to be ‘by nature a civilized animal’: 
a ‘ relative property ’ is one like that of tlie soul in relation 
to the body, viz. that the one is fitted to command, and the 
other to obey : a ‘ permanent property ’ is one like the 
ao property which belongs to God, of being an ‘ immortal 
living being’: a ‘temporary property’ is one like the 
property which belongs to any particular man of walking 
in the gymnasium. 

^ [The rendering of a property ‘ relatively ’ gives rise 
either to two problems or to four. For if he at the same 
time render this property of one thing and deny it of 
another, only two problems arise, as in the case of a state- 

15 ment that it is a property of a man, in relation to a horse, 
to be a biped. For one might try both to show that a man 
is not a biped, and also that a horse is a biped : in both 
ways the property would be upset.* If on the other hand 
he render one apiece of two attributes to each of two things, 
and deny it in each case of the other, there will then be four 
problems ; as in the case of a statement that it is a property 

30 of a man in relation to a horse for the former to be a biped 
and the latter a quadruped. For then it is possible to try 
to show both that a man is not naturally a biped, and that 
he is a quadruped, and also that the horse both is a biped, 
and is not a quadruped. If you show any of these at all, 
the intended attribute is demolished.] 

An ‘ essential ’ property is one which is rendered of a thing 
35 in comparison with everything else and distinguishes the 

> 128'’ 22-33. The natural place of this paragraph is after 129* 16. 

’ 128^ 27. Read Kiyoiro t 6 IStov, 
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said thing from everything else, as does ‘ a mortal living being 
capable of leceiving knowledge ’ in the case of man. A ‘ rela- 
tive ’ property is one which separates its subject off not from 
everything else but only from a pai ticular definite thing, as 
does the propeity which virtue possesses, in comparison with 
knowledge, viz. that the former is natuially produced in 
moie than one faculty, wheieas the latter is produced in 
that of leason alone, and in those who have a reasoning 
faculty. A ‘permanent’ pioperty is one which is true at 
eveiy time, and nevei fails, like being ‘compounded of soul lag* 
and body in the case of a living creature. A ‘ temporary ’ 
property is one which is true at some pai ticular time, and 
does not of necessity always follow ; as, of some particular 
man, that he walks in the market-place. 5 

To render a property ‘ relatively ’ to something else means 
to stite the difference between them as it is found either 
universally and always, oi generally and in most cases: 
thus a difference that is found univei sally and always, is 
one such as man possesses in comparison with a horse, 
viz. being a biped : for a man is always and in every case 
a biped, whereas a horse is never a biped at any time. On lo 
the other hand, a difference that is found geneially and in 
most cases, is one such as the faculty of leason possesses 
in compaiison with that of desiie and spiiit, in that the 
foimer commands, while the lattei obeys for the leasoning 
faculty does not always command, but sometimes also is 
under command, nor is that of desire and spirit always 
under command, but also on occasion assumes the command, is 
whenevei the soul of a man is vicious. 

Of ‘ properties ’ the most ‘ aiguable ’ are the essential and 
permanent and the lelative. For a relative property gives 
rise, as we said before,^ to several questions : for of necessity so 
the questions arising aie either two or four, so that argu- 
ihents in regard to these are several. An essential and 
a permanent pioperty you can discuss in relation to many 
things, or can observe in relation to many periods of time : 
if ‘essential’, discuss it in compaiison with many things: 
for the property ought to belong to its subject in compari- ay 
* 128’>22. 
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son with every single thing that is, so that if the subject be 
not distinguished by it in comparison with everything else, 
the property could not have been rendered correctly. So 
a permanent propeity you should observe in relation to 
many periods of time ; for if it does not or did not, or is 
not going to, belong, it will not be a property. On the 
other hand, about a temporary property we do not inquire 
further than in regard to the time called ' the present ’ ; and 
30 so arguments in regard to it are not many; whereas an 
‘ arguable ’ question is one in regard to which it is possible 
for arguments both numerous and good to arise. 

The so-called ‘relative’ property, then, should be examined 
by means of the commonplace arguments relating to Acci- 
dent, to see whether it belongs to the one thing and not to 
the other: on the other hand, permanent and essential 
3S properties should be considered by the following methods. 

las'* First, see whether the property has or has not been 2 
rendered correctly. Of a rendering being incorrect or 
correct, one test is to see whether the terms in which the 
property is stated are not or are more intelligible — for 
destructive purposes, whether they are not so, and for con- 
5 structive purposes, whether they are so. Of the terms not 
being more intelligible, one test is to see whether the 
property which he renders is altogether more unintelligible 
than the subject whose property he has stated : for, if so, 
the property will not have been stated correctly. For the 
object of getting a property constituted is to be intelligible ; 
the terms therefore in which it is rendered should be moie 
intelligible: for in that case it will be possible to conceive 
to it more adequately, e. g. any one who has stated that it is 
a property of ' fire ’ to ‘ bear a very close resemblance to the 
soul ’, uses the term ‘ soul ', which is less intelligible than 
‘ fire’ — for we know better what fire is than what soul is — , 
and therefore a ‘ very close resemblance to the soul ’ could 
not be correctly stated to be a property of fire. Another 
test is to see whether the attribution of A (property) to 
B (subject) fails to be more intelligible. For not only 
should the property be more intelligible than its subject. 
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but also it should be something whose attribution to the 15 
particular subject is a more intelligible attribution. For 
he who does not know whether it is an attribute of the 
particular subject at all, will not know either whether it 
belongs to it alone, so that whichever of these results 
happens, its character as a property becomes obscure. 

Thus (e. g.) a man who has stated that it is a property of 
fire to be ‘ the primary element wherein the soul is naturally 
found', has introduced a subject which is less intelligible 
than ‘ fire’, viz. whether the soul is found in it, and whether 20 
it is found there primarily ; and therefore to be ‘ the primary 
element in which the soul is naturally found ’ could not be 
correctly stated to be a properly of ‘fire’. On the other 
hand, for constructive purposes, see whether the terms in 
which the property is stated are more intelligible, and if 
they are more intelligible in each of the aforesaid ways. 

For then the property will have been correctly stated in 
this respect : for of constructive arguments, showing the ig 
correctness of a rendering, some will show the correctness 
merely in this respect, while others will show it without 
qualification. Thus (e. g.) a man who has said that the 
‘ possession of sensation ’ is a property of ‘ animal ’ has both 
used more intelligible terms and has rendered the property 
more intelligible in each of the aforesaid senses ; so that to 
•■possess sensation ’ would in this respect have been correctly 
rendered as a property of ‘ animal ’. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether any of the 30 
terms rendered in the property is used in more than one 
sense, or whether the whole expression too signifies more 
than one thing. For then the property will not have been 
correctly stated. Thus (e. g.) seeing that to ‘ be sentient ’ 
signifies more than one thing, viz. (i) to possess sensation, 

(2) to use one’s sensation, ' being naturally sentient ’ could 35 
not be a correct statement of a property of ‘ animal ’. The 130* 
reason why the term you use, or the whole expression 
signifying the property, should not bear more than one 
meaning is this, that an expression bearing more than one 
meaning makes the object described obscure, because the 
man who is about to attempt an argument is in doubt which 
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of the various senses the expression bears : and this will not 
do, for the object of rendering the property is that he may 
S understand. Moreover, in addition to this, it is inevitable 
that those who render a property after this fashion should 
be somehow refuted whenever any one addresses his syllo- 
gism to that one of the term’s several meanings which does 
not agree. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, 
see whether both all the terms and also the expression as 
10 a whole avoid bearing more than one sense : for then the 
property will have been correctly stated in this respect. 
Thus (e. g.) seeing that ‘body’ does not bear several 
meanings, nor ‘quickest to move upwards in space’, nor 
yet the whole expression made by putting them together, 
it would be correct in this respect to say that it is a property 
of fire to be the ‘ body quickest to move upwards in space 
15 Next, for destructive purposes, see 'f the term of which 
he renders the property is used in more than one sense, 
and no distinction has been drawn as to which of them it is 
whose property he is stating: for then the property will 
not have been correctly rendered. The reasons why this is 
so are quite clear fi om what has been said above : * for the 
same results are bound to follow. Thus (e. g.) seeing that 
ao ‘ the knowledge of this ’ signifies many things — for it means 
(1) the possession of knowledge by it, (2) the use of its 
knowledge by it, (3) the existence of knowledge about it, 
(4) the use of knowledge about it — no property of the 
‘knowledge of this’ could be rendered correctly unless he 
draw a distinction as to which of these it is whose property 
he is rendering. For constructive purposes, a man should 
see if the term of which he is rendeiing the property avoids 
»S bearing many senses and is one and simple : for then the 
property will have been concctly stated in this respect. 
Thus (e.g.) seeing that ‘man’ is used in a single sense, 
'naturally civilized animal’ would be correctly stated as 
a property of man. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether the same term 
30 has been repeated in the property. For people often do 
this undetected in tendering ‘ properties’ also, just as they 

* 139*' 7. 
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do in their ‘definitions’ as well: but a property to which 
this has happened will not have been correctly stated : for 
the repetition of it confuses the hearer; thus inevitably 
the meaning becomes obscure, and further, such people are 
thought to babble. Repetition of the same term is likely 
to happen in two ways : one is, when a man repeatedly uses 35 
the same word, as would happen if any one were to render, 
as a property of fire, ‘ the body which is the most rarefied 
of bodies ’ (for he has repeated the word ‘ body ’) ; the second 
is, if a man replaces words by their definitions, as would 
happen if any one were to render, as a property of earth, ISO** 
‘the substance which is by its nature most easily of all 
bodies borne downwards in space*, and were then to substi* 
tute 'substances of such and such a kind' for the word 
‘ bodies ' : for ‘ body ’ and ‘ a substance of such and such 
a kind ' mean one and the same thing. For he will have 
repeated the word ‘ substance ’, and accordingly neither of 
the properties would be correctly stated. For constructive 5 
purposes, on the other hand, see whether he avoids ever 
repeating the same term ; for then the property will in this 
respect have been correctly rendered. Thus (e. g.) seeing 
that he who has stated ‘ animal capable of acquiring know- 
ledge ’ as a property of man has avoided repeating the same 
term several times, the property would in this respect have 10 
been correctly rendered of man. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has 
rendered in the property any such term as is a universal 
attribute. For one which does not distinguish its subject 
from other things is useless, and it is the business of the 
language of ‘ properties ’, as also of the language of defini- 
tions, to distinguish. In the case contemplated, therefore, 15 
the property will not have been correctly rendered. Thus 
(e. g.) a man who has stated that it is a property of 
knowledge to be a ‘conception incontrovertible by argu- 
ment, because of its unity ’, has used in the property a term 
of that kind, viz. ‘unity*, which is a universal attribute; 
and therefore the property of knowledge could not have 
been correctly stated. For constructive purposes, on the 
other hand, see whether he has avoided all terms that are 
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common to everything and used a term that distinguishes 
the subject from something: for then the property will in 
ao this respect have been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch 
as he who has said that it is a property of a ‘ living creature ’ 
to ‘ have a soul ' has used no term that is common to every- 
thing, it would in this respect have been correctly stated to 
be a property of a ‘ living creature ' to ‘ have a soul 

Next, for destructive purposes see whether he renders 
more than one property of the same thing, without a definite 
proviso that he is stating more than one: for then the 
26 property will not have been correctly stated. For just as 
in the case of definitions too there should be no further 
addition beside the expression which shows the essence, so 
too in the case of properties nothing further should be 
rendered beside the expression that constitutes the property 
mentioned : for such an addition is made to no purpose. 
Thus (e. g.) a man who has said that it is a property of fire 
30 to be ‘ the most rarefied and lightest body ' has rendered 
more than one property (for each term is a true predicate 
of fire alone) ; and so it could not be a correctly stated 
property of fire to be ‘ the most rarefied and lightest body ’. 
On the other hand, for constructive purposes, see whether 
he has avoided rendering more than one property of the 
same thing, and has rendered one only: for then the 
property will in this respect have been correctly stated. 
35 Thus (e. g.) a man who has said that it is a property of 
a liquid to be a ‘body adaptable to every shape’ has 
rendered as its property a single character and not several, 
and so the property of ‘ liquid ’ would in this respect 
have been correctly stated. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has em- 3 
ployed either the actual subject whose property he is 
rendering, or any of its species : for then the property will 
131* not have been correctly stated. For the object of rendering 
the property is that people may understand: now the 
subject itself is just as unintelligible as it was to start with, 
while any one of its species is posterior to it, and so is no 
more intelligible. Accordingly it is impossible to under- 
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stand anything further by the use of these terms. Thus 
(e, g.) any one who has said that it is a property of ‘ animal’ 
to be ‘ the substance to which “ man” belongs as a species’ 
has employed one of its species, and therefore the property 5 
could not have been correctly stated. For constructive 
purposes, on the other hand, see whether he avoids intro- 
ducing either the subject itself or any of its species: for 
then the property will in this respect have been correctly 
stated. Thus (e. g.) a man who has stated that it is a 
property of a living creature to be ‘ compounded of soul 
and body ’ has avoided introducing among the rest either 
the subject itself or any of its species, and therefore in lo 
this respect the property of a ‘ living creature ’ would have 
been correctly rendered. 

You should inquire in the same way also in the case of 
other terms that do or do not make the subject more intelli- 
gible: thus, for destructive purposes, see whether he has 
employed anj thing either opposite to the subject or, in 
general, anything simultaneous by nature with it or pos- 15 
terior to it: for then the property will not have been 
correctly stated. For an opposite is simultaneous by 
nature with its opposite, and what is simultaneous by 
nature or is posterior to it does not make its subject more 
intelligible. Thus (e.g.) any one who has said that it is 
a property of good to be ‘the most direct opposite of 
evil has employed the opposite of good, and so the pro- 
perty of good could not have been correctly rendered. *o 
For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether 
he has avoided employing anything either opposite to, or, 
in general, simultaneous by nature with the subject, or 
posterior to it : for then the property will in this respect 
have been correctly rendered. Thus (e. g.) a man who has 
stated that it is a property of knowledge to be ' the most 
convincing conception ' has avoided employing anything 
either opposite to, or simultaneous by nature with, or 
posterior to, the subject ; and so the property of knowledge *5 
would in this respect have been correctly stated. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has ren- 
dered as property something that does not always follow 
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the subject but sometimes ceases to be its property: for 
then the property will not have been correctly described. For 
30 there is no necessity either that the name of the subject must 
also be true of anything to which we find such an attribute 
belonging ; nor yet that the name of the subject will be 
untrue of anything to which such an attribute is found not 
to belong. Moreover, in addition to this, even after he has 
rendered the property it will not be clear whether it belongs, 
seeing that it is the kind of attribute that may fail : and 
35 so the property will not be clear. Thus {e. g.) a man who 
has stated that it is a property of animal ‘sometimes to 
move and sometimes to stand still ’ has rendered the kind 
of property which sometimes is not a property, and so the 
property could not have been correctly stated. For con- 
structive putposes, on the other hand, see whether he has 
rendered something that of necessity must always be a 
181** property ; for then the property will have been in this 
respect correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) a man who has stated 
that it is a property of virtue to be ‘ what makes its 
possessor good ’ has rendered as property something that 
always follows, and so the property of virtue would in this 
respect have been correctly rendered. 

3 Next, for destructive purposes, see whether in rendering 
the property of the present time he has omitted to make a 
definite proviso that it is the property of the present time 
which he is rendering : for else the property will not have 
been correctly stated. For in the first place, any unusual 
procedure always needs a definite proviso ; and it is the 
usual procedure for everybody to render as property some 

10 attribute that always follows. In the second place, a man 
who omits to provide definitely whether it was the property 
of the present time which he intended to state, is obscure : 
and one should not give any occasion for adverse criticism. 
Thus (e. g.) a man who has stated it as the property of 
a particular man ‘to be sitting with a particular man’, 
states the property of the present time, and so he cannot 
have rendered the property correctly, seeing that he has 
described it without any definite proviso. For constructive 
purposes, on the othei hand, see whether, in rendering the 
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property of the present time, he has, in stating it, made is 
a definite proviso that it is the property of the present time 
that he is stating : for then the property will in this respect 
have been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) a man who has 
said that it is the pioperty of a particular man ‘to be 
walking now has made this distinction in his statement, 
and so the property would have been correctly stated. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has ren- 
dered a property of the kind whose appropriateness is not ao 
obvious except by sensation : for then the property will not 
have been correctly stated. For every sensible attribute, 
once it is taken beyond the sphere of sensation, becomes 
uncertain. For it is not clear whether it still belongs, 
because it is evidenced only by sensation. This principle 
will be true in the case of any attributes that do not always as 
and necessarily follow. Thus (e. g.) any one who has stated 
that it is a property of the sun to be ‘ the brightest star 
that moves over the earth’, has used in describing the 
property an expression of that kind, viz. ‘ to move over the 
earth which is evidenced by sensation ; and so the sun’s 
property could not have been correctly rendered : for it will 
be uncertain, whenever the sun sets, whether it continues to 
move over the earth, because sensation then fails us. For y> 
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether he 
has rendered the property of a kind that is not obvious to 
sensation, or, if it be sensible, must clearly belong of 
necessity: for then the property will in this respect have 
been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) a man who has stated 
that it is a property of a surface to be ' the primary thing 
that is coloured ’, has introduced amongst the rest a sensible 
quality, ‘ to be coloured but still a quality such as mani- 33 
festly always belongs, and so the property of ‘surface’ 
would in this respect have been correctly rendered. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has ren- 
dered the definition as a property : for then the property 
will not have been correctly stated : for the property of 
a thing ought not to show its essence. Thus (e. g.) a man 1331* 
who has said that it is tho property of man to be ‘ a walking, 
biped animal’ has rendered a property of man so as to 
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signify his essence, and so the property of man could not 
have been correctly rendered. For constructive purposes, 
on the other hand, see whether the property which he has 
rendered forms a predicate convertible with its subject, 
5 without, however, signifying its essence : for then the 
property will in this respect have been correctly rendered. 
Thus (e. g.) he who has stated that it is a property of 
man to be a ‘ naturally civilized animal’ has rendered the 
property so as to be convertible with its subject, without, 
however, showing its essence, and so the property of ‘ man ’ 
would in this respect have been correctly rendered. 

10 N ext, for destructive purposes.see whether he has rendered 
the property without having placed ^ the subject within its 
essence. For of properties, as also of definitions, the first 
term to be rendered should be the genus, and then the rest 
of it should be appended immediately afterwards, and 
should distinguish its subject from other things. Hence 
a property which is not stated in this way could not 
ig have been correctly rendered. Thus (e. g.) a man who has 
said that it is a property of a living creature to ‘ have a 
soul’ has not placed ‘living creature’ within its essence, 
and so the property of a living creature could not have 
been correctly stated. For constructive purposes, on the 
other hand, see whether a man first places within its 
essence the subject whose property he is rendering, and 
then appends the rest : for then the property will in this 
respect have been correctly rendered. Thus (e. g.) he who has 
ao stated that it is a property of man to be an ' animal capable 
of receiving knowledge’, has rendered the property after 
placing the subject within its essence, and so the property 
of ‘ man ’ would in this respect have been correctly rendered. 

The inquiry, then, whether the property has been cor- 
rectly rendered or no, should be made by these means. 
The question, on the other hand, whether what is stated is 
25 or is not a property at all, you should examine from the 
following points of view. For the commonplace arguments 
which establish absolutely that the property is accurately 
’ 132*10. Omitting j before tff it. 
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stated will be the same as those that constitute it a property at 
all : accordingly they will be described in the course of them. 

Firstly, then, for destructive purposes, take a look at 
each subject of which he has rendered the property, and 
see (e.g ) if it fails to belong to any of them at all, or to be 
true of them in that particular respect, or to be a property 
of each of them in respect of that character of which he 30 
has rendered the property : for then what is stated to be a 
property will not be a property. Thus, for example, inas- 
much as it is not true of the geometrician that he ‘ cannot 
be deceived by an argument ’ (for a geometrician is deceived 
when his figure is misdrawn), it could not be a property of 
the man of science that he is not deceived by an argument. 

For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether 35 
the property rendered be true of every instance, and true 
in that particular respect : for then what is stated not to be 
a property ' will be a property. Thus, for example, inas- 
much as the description ‘ an animal capable of receiving 13 ®** 
knowledge ’ is true of every man, and true of him qua man, 
it would be a property of man to be ‘ an animal capable of 
receiving knowledge’. [This commonplace rule means — 
for destructive purposes, see if the description fails to be 5 
true of that of which the name is true ; and if the name fails 
to be true of that of which the description is true: for 
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the descrip, 
tion too is predicated of that of which the name is pre- 
dicated, and if the name too is predicated of that of which 
the description is predicated.] * 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if the description fails 
to apply to that to which the name applies, and if the name 
fails to apply to that to which the description applies : for 10 
then what is stated to be a property will not be a property. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as the description ‘ a living being that 
partakes of knowledge ’ is true of God, while ‘ man ’ is not 
predicated of God, to be ‘ a living being that partakes of 

^ 132^36. Read to Kti/uvov tiyai Tiini), with A, B, Facius, Waits, 
and Strache — as in the subsequent examples. 

‘ I think, with Pacius (though for a different reason), that this sen- 
tence (132^ 3-8) is probably an addition by a later band. 
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knowledge’ could not be a property of man. For con- 
structive purposes, on the other hand, see if the name as 
well be predicated of that of which the description is pre- 
dicated, and if the description as well be predicated of that 
15 of which the name is predicated. For then what is stated 
not to be a property will be a property. Thus (e. g.) the 
predicate ‘ living creature ’ is true of that of which ‘ having 
a soul ’ is true, and ‘ having a soul ’ is true of that of which 
the predicate ‘ living creature ’ is true ; and so ‘ having a 
soul ’ would be a property of ‘ living creature ’. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if he has rendered 
JO a subject as a property of that which is described as ‘in 
the subject ’ : for then what has been stated to be a property 
will not be a property. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as he who 
has rendered ‘fire’ as the property of ‘the body with the 
most rarefied particles’, has rendered the subject as the 
property of its predicate, ‘ fire’ could not be a property of 
* the body with the most rarefied particles ’. The reason 
why the subject will not be a property of that which is 
as found in the subject is this, that then the same thing will 
be the property of a number of things that are specifically 
different. For the same thing has quite a number of 
specifically different predicates that belong to it alone, 
and the subject will be a property of all of these, if 
any one states the property in this way. For construc- 
tive purposes, on the other hand, see if he has rendered 
what is found in the subject as a property of the sub- 
30 ject: for then what has been stated not to be a property 
will be a property, if it be predicated only of the things of 
which it has been stated to be the property. Thus (e. g.) 
he who has said that it is a property of ‘ earth ’ to be 
‘ specifically the heaviest body ’ has rendered of the subject 
as its property something that is said of the thing in ques- 
tion alone, and is said of it in the manner in which a 
property is predicated, and so the property of ‘ earth’ would 
have been rightly stated. 

35 Next, for destructive purposes, see if he has rendered the 
property as partaken of: for then what is stated to be a pro- 
perty will not be a property For an attribute of which the 



BOOK V. 4 138* 

subject partakes is a constituent part of its essence : and an 133* 
attribute of that kind would be a differentia applying to 
some one species. E. g., inasmuch as he who has said that 
‘ walking on two feet ’ is a property of man has rendered 
the property as partaken of, ‘ walking on two feet ’ could 5 
not be a property of ‘ man For constructive purposes, on 
the other hand, see if he has avoided rendering the property 
as partaken of, or as showing the essence, though the subject 
is predicated convertibly with it: for then what is stated 
not to be a property will be a property. Thus (e. g.) he who 
has stated that to be ‘ naturally sentient ’ is a property of 
‘animal’ has rendered the property neither as partaken 
of nor as showing the essence, though the subject is predicated lo 
convertibly with it ; and so to be ‘ naturally sentient ’ would 
be a property of ‘ animal ’. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if the property cannot 
possibly belong simultaneously, but must belong either as 
posterior or as prior to the attribute described in the name .' 
for then what is stated to be a property will not be a 
property — either never, or not always. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch is 
as it is possible for the attribute ‘walking through the 
market-place ' to belong to an object as prior and as posterior 
to the attribute ‘ man ’, ‘ walking through the market-place ’ 
could not be a property of ‘ man ’ — either never, or not 
always. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if 
it always and of necessity belongs simultaneously, without 
being either a definition or a differentia : for then what is 
stated not to be a property will be a property. Thus (e. g.) ao 
the attribute ‘an animal capable of receiving knowledge’ 
always and of necessity belongs simultaneously with the 
attribute ‘ man ’, and is neither differentia nor definition of 
its subject, and so ‘an animal capable of receiving knowledge’ 
would be a property of ‘ man ’. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if the same thing fails 
to be a property of things that are the same as the subject, aj 
so far as they are the same : for then what is stated to be 
a property will not be a property. Thus, for example, in- 
asmuch as it is no property of a ‘ proper object of pursuit 
to ‘appear good to certain persons’, it could not be a property 
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of the ‘ desirable ’ either to ‘ appear good to certain persons ’ : 
for ‘proper object of pursuit ’ and ‘ desirable’ mean the same. 
For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the same 
thing be a property of something that is the same as the 
subject, in so far as it is the same. For then what is stated 
30 not to be a property will be a property. Thus (e. g.) inas- 
much as it is called a property of a man, in so far as he is 
a man, ‘ to have a tripartite soul it would also be a property 
of a mortal, in so far as he is a mortal, to have a 
tripartite soul. This commonplace rule is useful also in 
dealing with Accident : for the same attributes ought either 
to belong or not belong to the same things, in so far as they 
are the same. 

35 Next, for destructive purposes, see if the pi-operty of 
things that are the same in kind as the subject fails to be 
always the same in kind as the alleged property : for then 
tSS** neither will what is stated to be the property be the property 
of the subject in question. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as a man 
and a horse ai'e the same in kind, and it is not always 
a property of a horse to stand by its own initiative, it could 
not be a property of a man to move by his own initiative ; 
for to stand and to move by his own initiative are the 
5 same in kind, because they belong to each of them in so far 
as each is an ‘ animal ’. For constructive purposes, on the 
other hand, see if of things that are the same in kind as the 
subject the property that is the same as the alleged property 
is always true : for then what is stated not to be a property 
will be a property. Thus (e. g.) since * it is a property of man 
to be a ‘walking biped’, it would also be a property of 
10 a bird to be a ' flying biped ' : for each of these is the same 
in kind, in so far as the one pair have the sameness of species 
that fall under the same genus, being under the genus 
' animal while the other pair have that of differentiae of the 
genus, viz. of ‘ animal ’. This commonplace rule is deceptive 
whenever one of the properties mentioned belongs to some 
one species only while the other belongs to many, as does 
‘ walking quadruped 

15 Inasmuch as ‘same’ and ‘different’ are terms used in 
‘ las'* 7. «W ... Or perhaps ttmp, ‘ if indeed . . i 
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several senses, it is a job to render to a sophistical questioner 
a property that belongs to one thing and that only. For 
an attribute that belongs to something qualified by an 
accident will also belong to the accident taken along with 
the subject which it qualifies ; e. g. an attribute that belongs 
to ‘ man ’ will belong also to ‘ white man if there be a white ao 
man, and one that belongs to ‘ white man ’ will belong also 
to ‘ man One might, then, bring captious criticism against 
the majority of properties, by representing the subject as 
being one thing in itself, and another thing when combined 
with its accident, saying, for example, that * man ’ is one 
thing, and ‘ white man ' another, and moreover by represent- 
ing as different a certain state and what is called after that as 
state. For an attribute that belongs to the state will belong 
also to what is called after that state, and one tliat belongs 
to what is called after a state will belong also to the state : 
e. g. inasmuch as the condition of the scientist is called after 
his science, it could not be a property of ‘ science ’ that it is 
‘ incontrovertible by argument ’ ; for then the scientist also 
will be incontrovertible by argument. For constructive 3 ® 
purposes, however, you should say that the subject of an 
accident is not absolutely different from the accident taken 
along with its subject ; though it is called ' another ’ thing 
because the mode of being of the two is different : for it is 
not the same thing for a man to be a man and for a white 35 
man to be a white man. Moreover, you should take a look 
along at the inflections, and say that the description of the 
man of science is wrong : one should say not ‘ it ’ but ' is I34 
incontrovertible by argument’; while the description of 
Science is wrong too : one should say not ‘ it ’ but ‘ s/ie is 
incontrovertible by argument’. For against an objector 
who sticks at nothing the defence should stick at nothing. 

5 Next, for destructive purposes, see if, while intending to s 
render an attribute that naturally belongs, he states it in his 
language in such a way as to indicate one that invariably 
belongs: for then it would be generally agreed that what 
has been stated to be a property is upset. Thus (e. g.) the 
man who has said that ‘ biped ’ is a property of man intends 

A24201 Cg 



134 * TOPICA 

10 to render the attribute that naturally belongs, but his 
expression actually indicates one that invariably belongs: 
accordingly, ‘ biped ’ could not be a property of man : for 
not every man is possessed of two feet. For constructive 
purposes, on the other hand, see if he intends to render the 
property that naturally belongs, and indicates it in that way 
in his language : for then the property will not be upset in 
this respect. Thus (e. g.) he who renders as a property of 
15 ‘man* the phrase ‘an animal capable of receiving knowledge’ 
both intends, and by his language indicates, the property 
that belongs by nature, and so ‘ an animal capable of receiving 
knowledge ’ would not be upset or shown in that respect not 
to be a property of man. 

Moreover, as regards all the things that are called as they 
are primarily after something else, or primarily in themselves, 
it is a job to render the property of such things. For if you 
ao render a property as belonging to the subject that is so called 
after something else, then it will be true of its primary 
subject as well ; whereas if you state it of its primary subject, 
then it will be predicated also of the thing that is so called 
after this other. Thus (e. p.) if any one renders ‘ coloured ’ 
as the property of ‘ surface ’, ‘ coloured ’ will be true of body 
as well ; whereas if he render it of ‘ body ’, it will be pre- 
35 dicated also of ‘ surface ’. Hence the name as well will not 
be true of that of which the de.scription is true.^ 

In the case of some properties it mostly happens that 
some error is incurred because of a failure to define how as 
well as to what things the property is stated to belong. 
For every one tries to render as the property of a thing 
something that belongs to it either naturally, as ‘biped’ 
30 belongs to ‘ man ', or actually, as ‘ having four fingers ’ 
belongs to a particular man, or specifically, as ‘ consisting of 
most rarefied particles ’ belongs to ‘ fire ’, or absolutely, as 
‘ life ’ to ‘ living being ’, or one that belongs to a thing only 
as called after something else, as ‘ wisdom ’ to the ‘ soul ’, 

* The name ‘ surface ’ will not be true of everything of which the 
description ‘coloured' is true, since a body is coloured but is not 
a surface. The name ‘ body ’ will not be true of everything of which 
the desaiption ‘ coloured ’ is true, since a surface is coloured but is 
not a body. 
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or on the other hand primarily, as ‘ wisdom ’ to the ' rational 
faculty’, or because the thing is in a certain state, as 
‘ incontrovertible by argument’ belongs to a ‘scientist’ (for 35 
simply and solely by reason of his being in a certain state 
will he be ‘ incontrovertible by argument ’), or because it is 
the state possessed by something, as ‘ incontrovertible by 
argument ’ belongs to ‘ science ’, or because it is partaken 134* 
of, as ' sensation ’ belongs to ‘ animal ’ (for other things as 
well have sensation, e. g. man, but they have it because they 
already partake of ‘animal’), or because it partakes of 
something else, as ‘ life ’ belongs to a particular kind of ‘ living 
being Accordingly he makes a mistake if he has failed to s 
add the word ‘ naturally ’, because what belongs naturally 
may fail to belong to the thing to which it naturally belongs’, 
as (e. g.) it belongs to a man to have two feet : so too he 
errs if he does not make a definite proviso that he is 
rendering what actually belongs, because one day that 
attribute will not be what it now is,* e. g. the man’s possession 
of four fingers. So he errs if he has not shown that he states 10 
a thing to be such and such primarily, or that he calls it so 
after something else, because then its name too will not be 
true of that of which the description is true, as is the case 
with ‘ coloured ’, whether rendered as a property of ‘ surface ’ 
or of ‘ body So he errs if he has not said beforehand that 
he has rendered a property to a thing either because that 
thing possesses a state, or because it is a state possessed by 
something ; because then it will not be a property. For, sup- 
posing he renders the property to something as being a state 15 
possessed, it will belong to what possesses that state ; while 
supposing he renders it to what possesses the state, it will 
belong to the state possessed, as did ‘ incontrovertible by 
argument ’ when stated as a property of ‘ science ’ or of the 
‘ scientist ’. So he errs if he has not indicated beforehand 
that the property belongs because the thing partakes of, oris 
partaken of by, something; because then the property will 
belong to cer tain other things as well. For if he renders it ao 
because its subject is partaken of, it will belong to the things 

^ Or (reading o'ov mrdpxfif c'miW with A) ‘ because one day that 
attribute will not be such as can belong to that subject ’. 
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which partake of it ; whereas if he renders it because its sub- 
ject partakes of something else, it will belong to the things 
partaken of, as (e. g.) if he were to state ‘ life ’ to be a property 
of a ‘ particular kind of living being ’, or just of ‘ living being 
So he errs if he has not expressly distinguished the property 
that belongs specifically, because then it will belong only to 
one of the things that fall under the term of which he states 
the property: for the superlative belongs only to one of 
»5 them, e. g. ' lightest ’ as applied to ‘ fire Sometimes, too, 
a man may even add the word ‘ specifically ’, and still make 
a mistake. For the things in question should all be of one 
species, whenever the word ‘ specifically ’ is added : and in 
some cases this docs not occur, as it does not, in fact, in the 
case of fire. For fire is not all of one species ; for live coals 
and flame and light are each of them ‘ fire but are of 
30 different species. The reason why, whenever ‘ specifically ' 
is added, there should not be any species other than the one 
mentioned, is this, that if there be, then the property in 
question will belong to some of them in a greater and to 
others in a less degree, as happens with ‘ consisting of most 
rarefied particles ’ in the case of fire : for ‘ light ’ consists of 
more rarefied particles than live coals and flame. And this 
35 should not happen unless the name too be predicated in 
a greater degree of that of which the description is truer ; 
otherwise the rule that where the description is truer the 
135 * name too should be truer is not fulfilled. Moreover, in 
addition to this, the same attribute will be the property both 
of the term which has it absolutely and of that clement 
therein which has it * in the highest degree, as is the con- 
dition of the property ‘ consisting of most rarefied particles ’ 
in the case of ‘ fire ' : for this same attribute will be the 
j property of ‘ light ’ as well : for it is ‘ light ’ that ‘ consists of 
the most rarefied particles’. If, then, any one else renders 
a property in this way one should attack it ; for oneself, one 
should not give occasion for this objection, but should define 
in what manner one states the property at the actual time 
of making the statement. 

Next, for destructive purposes, sec if he has stated a thing 
’ 1 35* 3- Read towutow (with A, B, and u) for roiouriji. 
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as a property of itself: for then what has been stated to be 10 
a property will not be a property. For a thing itself always 
shows its own essence, and what shows the essence is not 
a property but a definition. Thus (e. g.) he who has said 
that ‘ becoming ’ is a property of ‘ beautiful ’ has rendered the 
term as a property of itself (for ‘beautiful ’ and ‘ becoming’ 
are the same) ; and so ' becoming ’ could not be a property 
of ‘ beautiful For constructive purposes, on the other 15 
hand, see if he has avoided rendering a thing as a property 
of itself, but has yet stated a convertible predicate : for then 
what is stated not to be a property will be a property. Thus 
he who has stated ‘ animate substance ’ as a property of 
‘ living-creature ’ has not stated ‘living-creature’ as a property 
of itself, but has rendered a convertible predicate, su that 
‘ animate substance’ would be a property of ‘ living-creature’, 
Ne.xt, in the case of things consisting of like parts, you 20 
should look and see, for destructive purposes, if the property 
of the whole be not true of the part, or if that of the part be 
not predicated of the whole : for then what has been stated 
to be the property will not be a property. In some cases 
it happens that this is so: for sometimes in rendering a 
property in the case of things that consist of like parts 35 
a man may have his eye on the whole, while sometimes he 
may address himself to what is predicated of the part : and 
then in neither case will it have been rightly rendered. 
Take an instance referring to the whole : the man who has 
said that it is a property of the ‘ sea ’ to be ‘ the largest 
volume of salt water ’, has stated the property of something 
that consists of like parts, but has rendered an attribute of 
such a kind as is not true of the part (for a particular sea is 30 
not ‘ the largest volume of salt water ’) ; and so ‘ the largest 
volume of salt water ’ could not be a property of the ‘ sea ’. 

Now take one referring to the part: the man who has 
stated that it is a property of ‘ air ’ to be ‘ breathable ’ has 
stated the property of something that consists of like parts, 
but he has stated an attribute such as, though true of some 35 
air, is still not predicable of the whole (for the whole of the 
air is not breathable) ; and so ‘ breathable ’ could not be 
a property of ‘air’. For constructive purposes, on the 135^ 
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other hand, see whether, while it is true of each of the 
things with similar parts, it is on the other hand a property 
of them taken as a collective whole: for then what has 
been stated not to be a property will be a property. 
Thus (e. g.) while it is true of earth everywhere that it 
naturally falls downwards, it is a property of the various 
particular pieces of earth taken as ‘the. Earth V so that it 
would be a property of ‘ earth’ ‘ naturally to fall downwards 

Next, look from the point of view of the respective oppo- 6 
sites, and first (a) from that of the contraries, and see, for 
destructive purposes, if the contrary of the term rendered 
fails to be a property of the contrary subject. For then 
neither will the contrary of the first be a property of the 
contrary of the second. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as injustice 
is contrary to justice, and the lowest evil to the highest 
good, but ‘to be the highest good’ is not a property of 
‘justice’, therefore ‘to be the lowest evil’ could not be 
a property of ‘injustice’. For constructive purposes, on 
the other hand, see if the contrary is the property of the 
contrary: for then also the contrary of the first will be 
the property of the contrary of the second. Thus (e. g.) 

, inasmuch as evil is contrary to good, and objectionable 
to desirable, and ‘desirable’ is a property of ‘good’, 

‘ objectionable ’ would be a property of ‘ evil 

Secondly (i) look fiom the point of view of relative 
opposites and see, for destructive purposes, if the correlative 
of the term rendered fails to be a property of the correla- 
tive of the subject : for then neither will the correlative of 
the first be a property of the correlative of the second. 

I Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as ‘double’ is relative to ‘half’, 
and ‘ in excess ’ to ‘ exceeded while ‘ in excess ’ is not 
a property of ' double ’, ‘ exceeded ’ could not be a property 
of ‘ half’. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see 
if the correlative of the alleged property is a property of the 
subject’s correlative: for then also the correlative of the 
first will be a property of the correlative of the second: 

‘ 135^ 4 ~ 5 * ftead in 1 . 4, Kara n-uo-qs yqc, and in 1 . 5, xal rqc xai TrjS 
rivor y!js Kara tijk y^y. 
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e.g. inasmuch as ‘double' Is relative to ‘half', and the 
proportion i : a is relative to the proportion a : while it as 
is a property of ' double ' to be ‘ in the proportion of a to i ', 
it would be a property of ‘half to be ‘in the proportion of 
I to a '. 

Thirdly (c) for destructive purposes, see if an attribute 
described in terms of a state (X) fails to be a property of 
the given state (Y) : for then neither will the attribute 
described in terms of the privation (of X) be a property of 
the privation (of Y). Also if, on the other hand, an attri- 
bute described in terms of the privation (of X) be not a 30 
property of the given privation (of Y), neither will the 
attribute described in terms of the state (X) be a property 
of the state (Y). Thus, for example, inasmuch as it is not 
predicated as a property of ‘deafness' to be a ‘lack of 
sensation ', neither could it be a property of * hearing ' to 
be a ‘ sensation For constructive purposes, on the other 
hand, see if an attribute described in terms of a state (X) is 
a property of the given state (Y) ; for then also the attribute 
that is described in terms of the privation (of X) will be 
a property of the privation (of Y). Also, if an attribute 35 
described in terms of a privation (of X) be a property of 
the privation (of Y), then also the attribute that is described i36* 
in terms of the state (X) will be a property of the state (Y). 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ to see ’ is a property of ‘ sight ’, in- 
asmuch as we have sight, ‘ failure to see ’ would be a property 
of ‘ blindness ', inasmuch as we have not got the sight we 
should naturally have. 

Next, look from the point of view of positive and negative s 
terms ; and first (a) from the point of view of the predicates 
taken by themselves. This common-place rule is useful 
only for a destructive purpose. Thus (e.g.) see if the positive 
term or the attribute described in terms of it is a property 
of the subject : for then the negative term or the attribute 
described in terms of it will not be a property of the subject. 10 
Also if, on the other hand, the negative term or the attribute 
described in terms of it is a property of the subject, then the 
positive term or the attribute described in terms of it will not 

* 135^ 24. Head (after ^furv) r3 di tr npir iio irpir t 6 dvo irpit tn. 
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be a property of the subject : e. g. inasmuch as ‘ animate ’ is 
a property of ‘living creature’, ‘inanimate’ could not be 
a property of ‘ living creature 

Secondly {b) look from the point of view of the predicates, 
ig positive or negative, and their respective subjects ; ‘ and see, 
for destructive purposes, if the positive term fails to be a 
property of the positive subject : for then neither will the 
negative term be a property of the negative subject. Also, 
if the negative term fails to be a property of the negative 
subject, neither will the positive term be a property of the 
positive subject. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ animal ’ is not 
a property of ‘ man ’, neither could ‘ not-animal ’ be a pro- 
go petty of ' not-man Also if ‘ not-animal ’ seems not to be 
a property of ‘ not-man ’, neither will ‘ animal ’ be a property 
of ‘man’. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, 
see if the positive term is a property of the positive subject : 
for then the negative term will be a property of the nega- 
tive subject as well. Also if the negative term be a property 
of the negative subject, the positive will be a property of 
35 the positive as well. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as it is a property 
of ‘ not-living being ’ ‘ not to live ’, it would be a property of 
‘ living being ’ ‘ to live ’ ; also if it seems to be a property 
of ‘ living being ’ ‘ to live ’, it will also seem to be a property 
of ‘ not-living being ’ ‘ not to live ’. 

Thirdly (c) look from the point of view of the subjects 
taken by themselves, and see, for destructive purposes, if 
30 the property rendered is a property of the positive subject : 
for then the same term will not be a property of the nega- 
tive subject as well. Also, if the term rendered be a property 
of the negative subject, it will not be a property of the 
positive. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ animate ’ is a property 
of ‘living creature ‘animate’ could not be a property of 
‘ not-living creature ’. For constructive purposes,* on the 
other hand, if the term rendered fails to be a property of 
35 the affirmative subject it would be a property of the nega- 
tive. This commonplace rule is, however, deceptive: for 
a positive term is not a property of a negative, or a negative 

' 136* 15. Read cni <£ by KanjyoptlToi. 
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of a positive. For a positive term does not belong at all 
to a negative, while a negative term, though it belongs to 136** 
a positive, does not belong as a property. 

Next, look from the point of view of the co-ordinate 
members of a division, and see, for destructive purposes, if 
none of the co-ordinate members (parallel with the property 
rendered) be a property of any of the remaining set of 
co-ordinate members (parallel with the subject) : for then 5 
neither will the term stated be a property of that of which 
it is stated to be a property. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as 
‘ sensible living being ’ is not a property of any of the other 
living beings,^ ‘intelligible living being' could not be a 
property of God. For constructive purposes, on the other 
hand, see if some one or other of the remaining co-ordinate 
members (parallel with the property rendered) be a property 
of each of these co-ordinate members (parallel with the 
subject) : for then the remaining one too will be a property to 
of that of which it has been stated not to be a property. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as it is a property of ‘ wisdom ’ to be 
essentially ‘ the natural virtue of the rational faculty then, 
taking each of the other virtues as well in this way, it would 
be a property of ‘ temperance ’ to be essentially * the natural 
virtue of the faculty of desire '. 

y Next, look from the point of view of the inflexions, and 
see, for destructive purposes, if the inflexion of the property 
rendered fails to be a property of the inflexion of the sub- 
ject : for then neither will the other inflexion be a property 
of the other inflexion. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ beautifully 
is not a property of ‘justly neither could ‘beautiful be 
a property of ‘just*. For constructive purposes, on the 
other hand, see if the inflexion of the property rendered 
is a property of the inflexion of the subject : for then also 
the other inflexion will be a property of the other inflexion. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘walking biped’ is a property of ao 
man, it would also be any one’s property ‘ as a man to be 
described ‘as a walking biped*. Not only in the case of 
the actual term mentioned should one look at the inflexions, 

* I 36 '’ 6 . Omit A’ljrSi’. 
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but also in the case of its opposites, just as has been laid 
down in the case of the former commonplace rules as well.' 
*6 Thus, for destructive purposes, see if the inflexion of the 
opposite of the property rendered fails to be the property 
of the inflexion of the opposite of the subject : for then 
neither will the inflexion of the other opposite be a property 
of the inflexion of the other opposite. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch 
as ‘ well ’ is not a property of ‘ justly !, neither could ‘ badly ’ 
be a property of ‘ unjustly For constructive purposes, on 
the other hand, see if the inflexion of the opposite of the 
property originally suggested is a property of the inflexion 
30 of the opposite of the original subject : for then also the 
inflexion of the other opposite will be a property of the 
inflexion of the other opposite. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as 
‘ best ’ is a property of ‘ the good ’, ‘ worst ’ also will be a 
property of ‘ the evil 

Next, look from the point of view of things that are in 
a like relation , and see, for destructive purposes, if what is 
in a relation like that of the property rendered fails to be 
a property of what is in a relation like that of the subject : 
for then neither will what is in a relation like that of the 
35 first be a property of what is in a relation like that of 
the second. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as the relation of the 
builder towards the production of a house is like that of 
the doctor towards the production of health, and it is not 
137* a property of a doctor to produce health, it could not be 
a property of a builder to produce a house. For con- 
structive purposes, on the other hand, see if what is in 
a relation like that of the property rendered is a property 
of what is in a relation like that of the subject : for then 
also what is in a relation like that of the first will be 
a property of what is in a relation like that of the second. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as the relation of a doctor towards 
the possession of ability to produce health is like that of 
5 a trainer towards the possession of ability to produce 
vigour, and it is a property of a trainer to possess the 
ability to produce vigour, it would be a property of 
a doctor to possess the ability to produce health. 

* 114* 6-15. 
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Next look from the point of view of things that are 
identically related, and see, for destructive purposes, if the 
predicate that is identically related towards two subjects 
fails to be a property of the subject which is identically 
related to it as the subject in question; for then neither 
will the predicate that is identically related to both subjects 10 
be a property of the subject which is identically related to 
it as the first. If^on the other hand, the predicate which 
is identically related to two subjects is the property of the 
subject which is identically related to it as the subject in 
question, then it will not be a property of that of which it 
has been stated to be a property. [Thus (e. g.) inasmuch 
as prudence is identically related to both the noble and the 
base, since it is knowledge of each of them, and it is not 
a property of prudence to be knowledge of the noble, it 
could not be a property of prudence to be knowledge of 15 
the base. If, on the other hand, it is a property of prudence 
to be the knowledge of the noble, it could not be a property 
of it to be the knowledge of the base.^] For it is impossible 
for the same thing to be a property of more than one subject. 
For constructive purposes, on the other hand, this common- 
place rule is of no use : for what is ‘ identically related ’ is 
a single predicate in process of comparison with more than ao 
one subject. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if the predicate quali- 
fied by the verb ‘ to be ’ fails to be a property of the subject 
qualified by the verb ‘to be’: for then neither will the 
destruction of the one be a property of the other qualified 
by the verb ‘ to be destroyed nor will the ‘ becoming ’ the 
one be a property of the other qualified by the verb ‘to 
become’. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as it is not a property 
of ‘ man ’ to be an animal, neither could it be a property of 
becoming a man to become an animal ; nor could the »s 
destruction of an animal be a property of the destruction of 
a man. In the same way one should derive arguments also 
from ‘ becoming ’ to ‘ being ’ and ‘ being destroyed ’, and from 
‘ being destroyed ’ to ‘ being ’ and to ‘ becoming’, exactly as 

' 137^12 0(01/ fTTfi ... 17 tlmi aurxpov. These illustrations are 
bracketed, with Pacius, as a later and inept addition. 
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30 they have just been given from ‘ being’ to ‘ becoming’ and 
‘ being destroyed ’. For constructive purposes, on the other 
hand, see if the subject set down as qualified by the verb 
‘to be ’ has the predicate set down as so qualified, as its 
property : for then also the subject qualified by the verb 
‘ to become ’ will have the predicate qualified by ‘ to become ’ 
as its property, and the subject qualified by the verb ‘ to be 
destroyed ’ will have as its property the predicate rendered 
with this qualification. Thus, for example, inasmuch as it 
3S is a property of man to be a mortal, it would be a property 
of becoming a man to become a mortal, and the destruction 
of a mortal would be a property of the destruction of a man. 

IS?” In the same way one should derive arguments also from 
‘ becoming ’ and ‘ being destroyed ’ both to ‘ being ’ and to 
the conclusions that follow from them, exactly as was 
directed also for the purpose of destruction. 

Next take a look at the ‘ idea ’ of the subject stated, and 
see, for destructive purposes, if the suggested property fails 
to belong to the ‘ idea ’ in question, or fails to belong to it 
5 in virtue of that character which causes it to bear the 
description of which the property was rendered : for then 
what has been stated to be a property will not be a property. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ being motionless ’ does not belong 
to ‘ man-himself ’ qua ‘man’, but qiui ‘idea’, it could not 
be a property of ^ man ' to be motionless. For constructive 
purposes, on the other hand, see if the property in question 
belongs to the idea, and belongs to it in that respect in 
virtue of which there is predicated of it that character ' of 
10 which the predicate in question has been stated not to be 
a property; for then what has been stated not to be a 
property will be a property. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as it 
belongs to ‘living-creature-itself’ to be compounded of soul 
and body, and further this belongs to it qua ‘ living-creature ’, 
it would be a property of ‘ living-creature ’ to be compounded 
of soul and body. 

Next look from the point of view of greater and less 8 
15 degrees, and first {a) for destructive purposes, see if what 
' 137'’ xo. Adopting Mr. W. D. Ross’s emendation {kuvo. 
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is more-P fails to be a property of what is more-S : for then 
neither will what is less-P be a property of what is less-S, 
nor least-P of least-S, nor most-P of most-S, nor P simply 
of S simply. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as being more highly 
coloured is not a property of what is more a body, neither , 
could being less highly coloured be a property of what is jo 
less a body, nor being coloured be a property of body 
at all. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if 
what is more-P is a property of what is more-S ; for then 
also what is less-P will be a property of what is less-S, and 
least-P of least-S, and most-P of most-S, and P simply of 
S simply. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as a higher degree of 
sensation is a property of a higher degree of life, a lower 
degree of sensation also would be a property of a lower 35 
degree of life, and the highest of the highest and the lowest 
of the lowest degree, and sensation simply of life simply. 

Also you should look at the argument from a simple 
predication to the same qualified types of predication, and 
see, for destructive purposes, if P simply fails to be a 
property of S simply ; for then neither will more-P be 30 
a property of more-S, nor less-P of less-S, nor most-P of 
most-S, nor least-P of least-S. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 
‘ virtuous ’ is not a property of ‘ man neither could * more 
virtuous ' be a property of what is ‘ more human ’. For 
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if P simply is 
a property of S simply: for then more-P also will be 
a property of more-S, and less-P of less-S, and least-P of 35 
least-S, and most-P "of most-S. Thus (e.g.) a tendency to 
move upwards by nature is a property of fire, and so also 
a greater tendency to move upwards by nature would be 138* 
a property of what is more fiery. In the same way too 
one should look at all these matters from the point of view 
of the others as well. 

Secondly (b) for destructive purposes, see if the more 
likely property fails to be a property of the more likely 
subject : for then neither will the less likely property be 5 
a property of the less likely subject. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch 
as ‘ perceiving ’ is more likely to be a property of ‘animal’ 
than ‘ knowing ’ of ‘ man ’, and ‘ perceiving ’ is not a property 
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of ‘animal’, ‘knowing’ could not be a property of ‘man’. 
For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the less 
likely property is a property of the less likely subject ; for 
then too the more likely property will be a property of the 
10 more likely subject. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ to be naturally 
civilized ’ is less likely to be a property of man than ‘ to live ’ 
of an animal, and it is a property of man to be naturally 
civilized, it would be a property of animal to live. 

Thirdly {c) for destructive purposes, see if the predicate 
fails to be a property of that of which it is more likely to 
be a property : for then neither will it be a property of that 
of which it is less likely to be a property : while if it is 
15 a property of the former, it will not be a property of the 
latter. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ to be coloured ’ is more 
likely to be a property of a ‘ surface ’ than of a ‘ body ’, and 
it is not a property of a surface, ‘ to be coloured ’ could not 
be a property of ‘ body ’ ; while if it is a property of a 
‘surface’, it could not be a property of a ‘body’. For 
constructive purposes, on the other hand, this commonplace 
so rule is not of any use ; for it is impossible for the same 
thing to be a property of more than one thing. 

Fourthly (d) for destructive purposes, see if what is more 
likely to be a property of a given subject fails to be its 
property: for then neither will what is less likely to be 
a property of it be its property. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as 
‘sensible’ is more likely than ‘ divisible ’ to be a property 
of ‘animal’, and ‘sensible’ is not a property of animal, 
as ‘ divisible ’ could not be a property of animal. For con- 
structive purposes, on the other hand, see if what is less 
likely to be a property of it is a property ; for then what is 
more likely to be a property of it will be a property as well. 
Thus, for example, inasmuch as ‘ sensation ’ is less likely to 
be a property of ‘animal’ than ‘life’, and ‘sensation’ is 
a property of animal, ‘life’ would be a property of 
animal. 

30 Next, look from the point of view of the attributes that 
belong in a like manner, and first (a) for destructive pur- 
poses, see if what is as much a property fails to be a 
property of that of which it is as much a property: for 
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then neither will that which is as much a property as it be 
a property of that of which it is as much a property. 
Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ desiring ’ is as much a property 
of the, faculty of desire as ‘reasoning’ is a property of 
the faculty of reason, and desiring is not a property of the 35 
faculty of desire, reasoning could not be a property of 
the faculty of reason. For constructive purposes, on the 
other hand, see if what is as much a property is a property 
of that of which it is as much a property : for then also 
what is as much a property as it will be a property of that 
of which it is as much a property. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch 
as it is as much a property of ‘ the faculty of reason ’ to be 
‘the primary seat of wisdom’ as it is of ‘the faculty of 
desire ’ to be ‘ the primary seat of temperance ’, and it is 
a property of the faculty of reason to be the primary seat 
of wisdom, it would be a property of the faculty of desire 
to be the primary seat of temperance. 5 

Secondly ( 6 ) for destructive purposes, see if what is as 
much a property of anything fails to be a property of it : 
for then neither will what is as much a property be a 
property of it. Thus (e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ seeing is as 
much a property of man as ‘ hearing ’, and ‘ seeing ’ is not 
a property of man, ‘ hearing ’ could not be a property of 
man. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if 10 
what is as much a property of it is its property : for then 
what is as much a property of it as the former will be its 
property as well. Thus (e. g.) it is as much a property of 
the soul to be the primary possessor of a part that desires 
as of a part that reasons, and it is a property of the soul to 
be the primary possessor of a part that desires, and so it 
would be a property of the soul to be the primary possessor 15 
of a part that reasons. 

Thirdly (c) for destructive purposes, see if it fails to be 
a property of that of which it is as much a property : for 
then neither will it be a property of that of which it is as 
much a property as of the former, while if it be a property 
of the former, it will not be a property of the other. Thus 
(e. g.) inasmuch as ‘ to burn ’ is as much a property of 
‘ flame ’ as of ‘ live coals and ‘ to burn ’ is not a property 
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10 of flame, ‘to burn’ could not be a property of live coals: 
while if it is a property of flame, it could not be a property 
of live coals. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, 
this commonplace rule is of no use. 

The rule based on things that are in a like relation ' differs 
from the rule based on attributes that belong in a like 
manner,® because the former point is secured by analogy, 
15 not from reflection on the belonging of any attribute, while 
the latter is judged by a comparison based on the fact that 
an attribute belongs. 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if in rendering the 
property potentially, he has also through that potentiality 
rendered the property relatively to something that does 
not exist, when the potentiality in question cannot belong 
30 to what does not exist : for then what is stated to be 
a property will not be a property. Thus (e. g.) he who has 
said that ‘ breathable ’ is a property of ‘ air ’ has, on the 
one hand, rendered the property potentially (for that is 
‘ breathable ’ which is such as can be breathed), and on the 
other hand has also rendered the property relatively to 
what docs not exist; — foi while air may exist, even though 
there exist no animal so constituted as to breathe the air, 
35 it is not possible to breathe it if no animal exist : so that it 
will not, either, be a property of air to be such as can be 
breathed at a time when there exists no animal such as to 
breathe it— and so it follows that ‘breathable’ could not 
be a property of air, 

139* For constructive purposes, see if in rendering the property 
potentially he renders the pioperty either relatively to some- 
thing that exists, or to something that does not exist, when 
the potentiality in question can belong to what does not 
exist : for then what has been stated not to be a property 
will be a property. Thus (e. g.) he who renders it as a 
5 property of ‘ being ’ to be ‘ capable of being acted upon 
or of acting', in rendering the property potentially, has 
rendered the property relatively to something that exists : 
for when ‘being’ exists, it will also be capable of being 
acted upon or of acting in a certain way: so that to be 
‘ I36''33-i 37»7. ’ i38‘30-'’23. 
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'capable of being acted upon or of acting' would be 
a property of ‘ being 

Next, for destructive purposes, see if he has stated the 
property in the superlative : for then wliat has been stated i® 
to be a property will not be a property. For people who 
render the property in that way find that of the object of 
which the description is true, the name is not true as well : 
for though the object perish the description will continue in 
being none the less ; for it belongs most nearly to some- 
thing that is in being. An example would be supposing 
any one were to render ‘ the lightest body ' as a property of 
‘ fire ’ ; for, though fire perish, there will still be some form 15 
of body that is the lightest, so that ‘the lightest body’ 
could not be a property of fire. For constructive purposes, 
on the other hand, see if he has avoided rendering the 
property in the superlative; for then the property will 
in this respect have been correctly stated. Thus (e. g.) 
inasmuch as he who states ‘ a naturally civilized animal ’ 
as a property of man has not rendered the property in the 
superlative, the property would in this respect have been jo 
correctly stated. 
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139* The discussion of Definitions falls into five parts. For i 
as you have to show either (i) that it is not true at all to 
apply the expression as well to that to which the term is 
applied (for the definition of Man ought to be true of every 
man) ; or (3) that though the object has a genus, he has 
failed to put the object defined into the genus, or to put it 
into the appropriate genus (for the framer of a definition 
should first place the object in its genus, and then append 
30 its differences : for of all the elements of the definition the 
genus is usually supposed to be the principal mark of the 
essence of what is defined) : or (3) that the expression is 
not peculiar to the object (for, as we said above as well,' 
a definition ought to be peculiar) ® : or else (4) see if, though 
he has obseived all the aforesaid cautions, he has yet failed 
to define the object, that is, to express its essence. (5) It 
remains, apart from the foregoing, to see if he has defined it, 
35 but defined it incorrectly. 

Whether, then, the expression be not also true of that of 
which the term is true you should proceed to examine 
according to the commonplace rules that relate to Acci- 
dent. For there too the question is always ‘ Is so and so 
true or untrue ? ’ : for whenever we argue that an accident 
iSg** belongs, we declare it to be true, while whenever we argue 
that it does not belong, we declare it to be untrue. If, 
again, he has failed to place the object in the appropriate 
genus, or if the expression be not peculiar to the object, we 
must go on to examine the case according to the common- 
S place rules that relate to genus and property. 

It remains, then, to prescribe how to investigate whether 
the object has been either not defined at all, or else defined 
incorrectly. First, then, we must proceed to examine if it 
has been defined incorrectly ; for with anything it is easier 
to do it than to do it correctly. Clearly, then, more mistakes 

’ ioi'’i9. ,, , , . 
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are made in the latter task on account of its greater difficulty. 
Accordingly the attack becomes easier in the latter case than lo 
in the former. 

Incorrectness falls into two branches: (i) first, the use of 
obscure language (for the language of a definition ought to 
be the very clearest possible, seeing that the whole purpose 
of rendering it is to make something known) ; (a) secondly, 15 
if the expression used be longer than is necessary : for all 
additional matter in a definition is superfluous. Again, 
each of the aforesaid branches is divided into a number of 
others. 

2 One commonplace rule, then, in regard to obscurity is, 
See if the meaning intended by the definition involves an 30 
ambiguity with any other, e. g. ‘ Becoming is a passage into 
being ’, or ‘ Health is the balance of hot and cold elements’. 
Here ‘passage’ and ‘balance’ are ambiguous terms: it is 
accordingly not clear which of the several possible senses of 
the term he intends to convey. Likewise also, if the term 
defined be used in different senses and he has spoken without 
distinguishing between them: for then it is not clear to *5 
which of them the definition rendered applies, and one can 
then bring a captious objection on the ground that the 
definition does not apply to all the things whose definition 
he has rendered : and this kind of thing is particularly easy 
in the case where the definer does not see the ambiguity of 
his terms. Or, again, the questioner may himself distinguish 
the various senses of the term rendered in the definition, 
and then institute his argument against each : for if the 30 
expression used be not adequate to the subject in any of 
its senses, it is clear that he cannot have defined it in any 
sense aright. 

Another rule is. See if he has used a metaphorical 
expression, as, for instance, if he has defined knowledge 
as ‘ unsupplantable ’, or the earth as a ‘ nurse ’, or temperance 
as a ‘ harmony ’. For a metaphorical expression is always 
obscure. It is possible, also, to argue sophistically against 35 
the user of a metaphorical expression ^ as though he had 

* 139*’ 35. Read TW fMTa0O/jai' wVo'nTO. 
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used it in its literal sense : for the definition stated will not 
apply to the term defined, e. g. in the case of temperance : 
for harmony is always found between notes. Moreover, if 
harmony be the genus of temperance, then the same object 
140“ will occur in two genera of which neither contains the other : 
for harmony does not contain virtue, nor virtue harmony. 
Again, see if he uses terms that are unfamiliar, as when 
Plato describes^ the eye as ‘ brow-shaded ', or a certain spider 
s as ‘ poison-fanged or the marrow as ‘ bone-formed ’. For 
an unusual phrase is always obscure. 

Sometimes a phrase is used neither ambiguously, nor yet 
metaphorically, nor yet literally, as when the law is said to 
be the ‘ measure ’ or ‘ image ’ of the things that are by nature 
just. Such phrases are worse than metaphor ; for the latter 
does make its meaning to some extent clear because of the 
JO likeness involved ; for those who use metaphors do so always 
in view of some likeness ; whereas this kind of phrase makes 
nothing clear ; for there is no likeness to justify the descrip- 
tion ‘measure’ or ‘image’, as applied to the law, nor is the 
law ordinarily so called in a literal sense. So then, if a man 
says that the law is literally a ‘ measure ’ or an ‘ image ’, he 
ij speaks falsely : for an image is something produced by 
imitation, and this is not found in the case of the law. 
If, on the other hand, he does not mean the term literally, 
it is clear that he has u,sed an unclear expression, and one 
that is worse than any sort of metaphorical expression. 

Moreover, see if from the expression used the definition of 
the contrary be not clear; for definitions that have been 
correctly rendered also indicate their contraries as well. 
30 Or, again, see if, when it is merely stated by itself, it is not 
evident what it defines; just as in the works of the old 
painters, unless there were an inscription, the figures used 
to be unrecognizable. 

If, then, the definition be not clear, you should proceed to 3 
examine on lines such as these. If, on the other hand, he 
has phrased the definition redundantly, first of all looK 

* Not in his extant works; perhaps in his early poems. Or the 
reference may be to Plato the comic poet. 
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and see whether he has used any attribute that belongs as 
universally, either to real objects in general, or to all that 
fall under the same genus as the object defined : for the 
mention of this is sure to be redundant. For the genus 
ought to divide the object from things in general, and the 
differentia from any of the things contained in the same 
genus, Now any term that belongs to everything separates 
off the given object from absolutely nothing, while any that 
belongs to all the things tliat fall under the same genus 30 
does not separate it off from the things contained in the 
same genus. Any addition, then, of that kind will be 
pointless. 

Or see if, though the additional matter may be peculiar 
to the given term, yet even when it is struck out the rest of 
the expression too is peculiar and makes clear the essence 
of the term. Thus, in the definition of man, the addition 35 
' capable of receiving knowledge ’ is superfluous ; for strike 
it out, and still the expression is peculiar and makes clear 
his essence. Speaking generally, everything is superfluous 140* 
upon whose removal the remainder still makes the term 
that is being defined clear. Such, for instance, would also 
be the definition of the soul, assuming it to be stated as 
a ‘self-moving number’;^ for the soul is just ‘the self- 
moving ’, as Plato defined it* Or perhaps the expression 
used, though appropriate, yet does not declare the essence, 
if the word ‘ number ’ be eliminated. Which of the two is 5 
the real state of the case it is difficult to determine clearly : 
the right way to treat the matter in all cases is to be guided 
by convenience. Thus (e. g.) it is said that the definition of 
phlegm is the ‘ undigested moisture that comes first off food ’. 
Here the addition of the word ‘undigested’ is superfluous, 
seeing that ‘ the first ’ is one and not many, so that even when 
‘ undigested ’ is left out the definition will still be peculiar 10 
to the subject : for it is impossible that both phlegm and 
also something else should both be the first to arise from 
the food. Or perhaps the phlegm is not absolutely the 
first thing to come off the food, but only the first of the 
undigested matters, so that the addition ‘ undigested ’ is 
* Xenocrates, fr. 60 Heinze. ’ Phaedr. 245 E. 
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required ; for stated the other way the definition would not 
IS be true unless the phlegm comes first of all. 

Moreover, see if anything contained in the definition fails 
to apply to everything that falls under the same species : 
for this sort of definition is worse than those which include 
an attribute belonging to all things universally. For in 
that cas?e, if the remainder of the expression be peculiar, 
the whole too will be peculiar : for absolutely always, if to 
90 something peculiar anything whatever that is true be added, 
the whole too becomes peculiar. Whereas if any part of 
the expression do not apply to everything that falls under 
the same species, it is impossible that the expression as 
a whole should be peculiar : for it will not be predicated 
convertibly with the object ; e. g. ‘ a walking biped animal 
six feet high ' : for an expression of that kind is not predi- 
95 cated convertibly with the term, because the attribute ‘ six 
feet high ’ does not belong to everything that falls under 
the same species. 

Again, see if he has said the same thing more than once, 
saying (e. g.) * desire ’ is a ' conation for the pleasant ’. For 
‘ desire ’ is always ‘ for the pleasant ’, so that what is the 
sam6 as desire will also be ‘ for the pleasant Accordingly 
go our definition of desire becomes ‘ conation-for-the-pleasant 
for the pleasant ' ; for the word ‘ desire ’ is the exact equi- 
valent of the words ‘ conation-for-the-pleasant ’, so that both 
alike will be 'for the pleasant’. Or perhaps there is no 
absurdity in this; for consider this instance: — ‘Man is a 
biped ’ : therefore, what is the same as man is a biped : but 
' a walking biped animal ’ is the same as man, and therefore 
35 ‘ a walking biped animal is a biped ’. But this involves no 
real absurdity. For ‘ biped ’ is not a predicate of ‘ walking 
animal ’ : if it were, then we should certainly have ‘ biped 
predicated twice of the same thing ; but as a matter of fact 
141* the subject said to be a biped is ' a walking biped animal ', 
so that the word ' biped ’ is only used as a predicate once. 
Likewise also in the case of ' desire ’ as well : for it is not 
‘ conation ’ that is said to be ‘ for the pleasant ’, but rather 
the whole idea, so that there too the predication is only 
s made once. Absurdity results, not when the same word is 
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uttered twice, but when the same thing is more than once 
predicated of a subject ; e. g. if he says, like Xenocrates,^ 
that wisdom defines and contemplates reality : * for defini- 
tion is a certain type of contemplation, so that by adding 
the words ‘ and contemplates ’ over again he says the same 
thing twice over. Likewise, too, those fail who say that 
‘ cooling ’ is ' the privation of natural heat ’. For all priva- lo 
tion is a privation of some natural attribute, so that the 
addition of the word ‘natural’ is superfluous: it would 
have been enough to say ‘ privation of heat ’, for the word 
‘ privation ‘ shows of itself that the heat meant is natural 
heat. 

Again, see if a universal have been mentioned and then 15 
a particular case of it be added as well, e. g. ' Equity is 
a remission of what is expedient and just’; for what is 
just is a branch of what is expedient and is therefore 
included in the latter term : its mention is therefore redun- 
dant, an addition of the particular after the universal has 
been already stated. So also, if he defines ‘ medicine ’ as 
‘ knowledge of what makes for health in animals and men ’, 
or ‘ the law ’ as ‘ the image of what is by nature noble and f* 
just ’ ; for what is just is a branch of what is noble, so that 
he says the same thing more than once. 

4 Whether, then, a man defines a thing correctly or incor- 
rectly you should proceed to examine on these and similar 
lines. But whether he has mentioned and defined its essence 
or no, should be examined as follows ; — 35 

First of all, see if he has failed to make the definition 
through terms that are prior and more intelligible. For 
the reason why the definition is rendered is to make known 
the term stated, and we make things known by taking not 
any random terms, but such as are prior and more intelli- 
gible, as is done in demonstrations (for so it is with all 30 
teaching and learning) ; accordingly, it is clear that a man 
who does not define through terms of this kind has not 
defined at all. Otherwise, there will be more than one 
definition of the same thing: for clearly he who defines 

^ 141*6. Head oW f{ a» S«'OKpdn;r. ' Fr. 7 Heinze. 
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through terms that are prior and more intelligible has also 
framed a definition, and a better one, so that both would 
then be definitions of the same object. This sort of view, 
35 however, does not generally find acceptance : for of each 
real object the essence is single: if, then, there are to be 
a number of definitions of the same thing, the essence of 
the object will be the same as it is represented to be in 
each of the definitions, and these representations are not 
*4*** the same, inasmuch as the definitions are different. Clearly, 
then, any one who has not defined a thing through terms 
that arc prior and more intelligible has not defined it at all. 

The statement that a definition has not been made through 
more intelligible terms may be understood in two senses, 
either supposing that its terms arc absolutely less intelli- 
6 gible, or supposing that they are less intelligible to us : for 
either sense is possible. Thus absolutely the prior is more 
intelligible than the posterior, a point, for instance, than 
a line, a line than a plane, and a plane than a solid ; just as 
also a unit is more intelligible than a number ; for it is the 
prius and starting-point of all number. Likewise, also, 
a letter is more intelligible than a syllable. Whereas to us 
it sometimes happens that the converse is the case : for 
10 the solid falls under perception most of all — more than 
a plane ^ — and a plane more than a line, and a line more 
than a point ; for most people learn things like the former 
earlier than the latter ; for any ordinary intelligence can 
grasp them, whereas the others require an exact and 
exceptional understanding. 

IS Absolutely, then, it is better to try to make what is 
posterior known through what is prior, inasmuch as such 
a way of procedure is more scientific. Of course, in dealing 
with persons who cannot recognize things through terms 
of that kind, it may perhaps be necessary to frame the 
expression through terms that are intelligible to them. 
Among definitions of this kind are those of a point, a line, 
30 and a plane, all of which explain the prior by the posterior ; 
for they say that a point is the limit of a line, a line of 
a plane, a plane of a solid. One must, however, not fail to 
' 141^11. Read n-iirTH fTTiTTcSov. 
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observe that those who define in this way cannot show the 
essential nature of the term they define, unless it so happens 
that the same thing is more intelligible both to us and also 
absolutely, since a correct definition must define a thing 
through its genus and its differentiae, and these belong to 
the order of things which are absolutely more intelligible 
than, and prior to, the species. For annul the genus and 
differentia, and the species too is annulled, so that these are 
prior to the species. They are also more intelligible ; for 
if the species be known, the genus and differentia must of 3 ® 
necessity be known as well (for any one who knows what 
a man is knows also what ‘animal’ and ‘walking’ are), 
whereas if the genus or the differentia be known it does 
not follow of necessity that the species is known as well : 
thus the species is less intelligible. Moreover, those who 
say that such definitions, viz. those which proceed from 35 
what is intelligible to this, that, or the other man, are really 
and truly definitions, wilt have to say that there are several 
definitions of one and the same thing. For, as it happens, 
different things are more intelligible to different people, not 
the same things to all ; and so a different definition would 148* 
have to be rendered to each several person, if the definition 
is to be constructed from what is more intelligible to par- 
ticular individuals. Moreover, to the same people different 
things are more intelligible at different times ; first of all 
the objects of sense ; then, as they become more sharp- 
witted. the converse ; so that those who hold that a defini- 
tion ought to be rendered through what is more intelligible s 
to particular individuals would not have to render the same 
definition at all times even to the same person. It is clear, 
then, that the right way to define is not through terms of 
that kind, but through what is absolutely more intelligible : 
for only in this way could the definition come always to be 
one and the same. Perhaps, also, what is absolutely intelli- 
gible is what is intelligible, not to all, but to those who are lo 
in a sound state of understanding, just as what is absolutely 
healthy is what is healthy to those in a sound state of body. 

All such points as this ought to be made very precise, and 
made use of in the course of discussion as occasion requires. 
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The demolition of a definition will most surely win a general 
15 approval if the dcfiner happens to have framed his expression 
neither from what is absolutely more intelligible nor yet from 
what is so to us. 

One form, then, of the failure to work through more 
intelligible terms is the exhibition of the prior through the 
posterior, as we remarked before.' Another form occurs if 
we find * that the definition has been rendered of what is at 
90 rest and definite through what is indefinite and in motion : 
for what is still and definite is prior to what is -indefinite 
and in motion. 

Of the failure to use terms that are prior there are three 
forms : 

(i) The first is when an opposite has been defined through 
its opposite, e. g. good through evil : for opposites are always 
simultaneous by nature. Some people think, also, that both 
95 are objects of the same science, so that the one is not even 
more intelligible than the other. One must, however, observe 
that it is perhaps not possible to define some things in any 
other way, e. g. the double without the half, and all the 
terms that are essentially relative : for in all such cases the 
essential being is the same as a certain relation to some- 
30 thing, so that it is impossible to understand the one term 
without the other, and accordingly in the definition of the 
one the other too must be embraced. One ought to learn 
up all such points as these, and use them as occasion may 
seem to require. 

(a) Another is — if he has used the term defined itself. 
This passes unobserved when the actual name of the object 
35 is not used, e. g. supposing any one had defined the sun as 
14a’* a ‘ star that appears by day For in bringing in ‘ day ’ he 
brings in the sun. To detect errors of this sort, exchange 
the word for its definition, e. g. the definition of ‘ day ’ as 
the ‘ passage of the sun over the earth Clearly, whoever 
has said ‘ the passage of the sun over the earth ’ has said 
5 ‘ the sun ’, so that in bringing in the ‘ day ’ he has brought 
in the sun. 


* 141*26. 

• Cf. PL Dtf. 411 A. 
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(3) Again, see if he has defined one co-ordinate member 
of a division by another, e,g. ‘an odd number’ as ‘that 
which is greater by one than an even number’. For the 
co-ordinate members of a division that are derived from 
the same genus are simultaneous by nature, and ‘ odd ’ and 
‘ even ’ are such terms : for both are differentiae of number. 10 

Likewise also, see if he has defined a superior through 
a subordinate term, e.g. ‘An “even number” is "a numl^r 
divisible into halves’”, or ‘“the good” is a “state of 
virtue’”. For ‘half’ is derived from ‘two’, and ‘two ’is 
an even number : virtue also is a kind of good, so that the 
latter terms are subordinate to the former. Moreover, in 15 
using the subordinate term one is bound to use the other as 
well : for whoever employs the term ‘ virtue ’ employs the 
term ‘ good ’, seeing that virtue is a certain kind of good : 
likewise, also, whoever employs the term ‘ half ’ employs 
the term ‘even’, for to be ‘divided in half’ means to be 
divided into two, and two is even. 

5 Generally speaking, then, one commonplace rule relates >0 
to the failure to frame the expression by means of terms 
that are prior and more intelligible : and of this the sub- 
divisions are those specified above. A second is, see 
whether, though the object is in a genus, it has not been 
placed in a genus. This sort of error is always found 
where the essence of the object does not stand first in the 
expression, e. g. the definition of ‘ body ’ as ‘ that which has 
three dimensions ’, or the definition of ' man ’, supposing 
any one to give it, as ‘ that which knows how to count ’ : 
for it is not stated what it is that has three dimensions, or 
what it is that knows how to count : whereas the genus is 
meant to indicate just this, and is submitted first of the 
terms in the definition. 

Moreover, see if, while the term to be defined is used in 30 
relation to many things, he has failed to render it in rela- 
tion to all of them ; as (e. g.) if he define ‘ grammar ’ as the 
‘knowledge how to write from dictation’: for he ought 
also to say that it is a knowledge how to read as well. 

For in rendering it as ‘knowledge of writing’ he has no 
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more defined it than by rendering it as ‘knowledge of 
reading ’ : neither in fact has succeeded, but only he who 
mentions both these things, since it is impossible that there 
35 should be more than one definition of the same thing. It is 
143* only, however, in some cases that what has been said corre- 
sponds to the actual state of things ; in some it does not, 
e. g. all those terms which are not used essentially in rela- 
tion to both things : as medicine is said to deal with the 
production of disease and health ; for it is said essentially 
to do the latter, but the former only by accident : for it is 
S absolutely alien to medicine to produce disease. Here, 
then, the man who renders medicine as relative to both of 
these things has not defined it any better than he who 
mentions the one only. In fact he has done it perhaps 
worse, for any one else besides the doctor is capable of 
producing disease. 

Moreover, in a case where the term to be defined is used 
10 in relation to several things, see if he has rendered it as 
relative to the worse rather than to the better ; for every 
form of knowledge and potentiality is generally thought 
to be relative to the best. 

Again, if the thing in question be not placed in its 
own proper genus, one must examine it according to the 
elementary rules in regard to genera, as has been said 
before.' 

IS Moreover, see if he uses language which transgresses * the 
genera of the things he defines, defining, e. g., justice as 
a ‘ state that produces equality ' or ‘ distributes what is 
equal ’ : for by defining it so he passes outside the sphere 
of virtue, and so by leaving out the genus of justice he 
fails to express its essence : for the essence of a thing must 
in each case bring in its genus. It is the same thing if the 
ao object be not put into its nearest genus ; for the man who 
puts it into the nearest one has stated all the higher genera, 
seeing that all the higher genera are predicated of the lower. 
Either, then, it ought to be put into its nearest genus, or else 
to the higher genus all the differentiae ought to be appended 
whereby the nearest genus is defined. For then he would 
* 139’* 3. * I43*i5. Read wrtp/SaiVai'. 
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not have left out anything : but would merely have men- as 
tioncd the subordinate genus by an expression instead of 
by name. On the other hand, he who mentions merely 
the higher genus by itself, does not state the subordinate 
genus as well: in saying ‘plant’ a man does not specify 
‘ a tree ’. 

6 Again, in regard to the differentiae, we must examine in 
like manner whether the differentiae, too, that he has stated 3 ® 
be those of the genus. For if a man has not defined the 
object by the differentiae peculiar to it, or has mentioned 
something such as is utterly incapable of being a differentia 
of anything, e. g. ‘ animal ’ or ‘ substance clearly he has 
not defined it at all : for the aforesaid terms do not 
differentiate anything at all. Further, we must see whether 
the differentia stated possesses anything that is co-ordinate 
with it in a division ; for, if not, clearly the one stated could 35 
not be a differentia of the genus. For a genus is always 
divided by differentiae that are co-ordinate members of a 
division, as, for instance, ‘ animal ’ by the terms ‘ walking 
‘flying’, ‘aquatic’, and ‘biped*. Or see if, though the 
contrasted differentia exists, it yet is not true of the 
genus; for then, clearly, neither of them could be a 
differentia of the genus ; for differentiae that are co-or- 
dinates in a division with the differentia of a thing are 
ail true of the genus to which the thing belongs. Likewise, 5 
also, see if, though it be true, yet the addition of it to the 
genus fails to make a species. For then, clearly, this could 
not be a specific differentia of the genus: for a specific 
differentia, if added to the genus, always makes a species. 

If, however, this be no true differentia, no more is the one 
adduced, seeing that it is a co-ordinate member of a division to 
with this. 

Moreover, see if he divides the genus by a negation, as 
those do who define a line as ‘ length without breadth ’ : for 
this means simply that it has not any breadth. The genus 
will then be found to partake of its own species : for, 
since of everything either an affirmation or its negation is is 
true, length must always either lack breadth or possess it. 
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so that ‘ length ’ as well, i. e. the genus of ‘ line will be 
either with or without breadth. But ' length without 
breadth ’ is the definition of a species, as also is ‘ length 
with breadth ’ : for ‘ without breadth ’ and ‘ with breadth * 
are differentiae, and the genus and differentia constitute the 
to definition of the species. Hence the genus would admit of 
the definition of its species. Likewise, also, it will admit 
of the definition of the differentia, seeing that one or the 
other of the aforesaid differentiae is of necessity predicated 
of the genus. The usefulness of this principle is found in 
meeting those who assert the existence of ‘ Ideas ’ : for if 
as absolute length exist, how will it be predicable of the genus 
that it has breadth or that it lacks it ? For one assertion 
or the other will have to be true of ‘ length ’ universally, if 
it is to be true of the genus at all : and this is contrary to 
the fact : for there exist both lengths which have, and 
lengths which have not, breadth. Hence the only people 
against whom the rule can be employed are those who 
30 assert that a genus is always' numerically one ; and this is 
what is done by those who assert the real existence of the 
* Ideas ’ ; for they allege that absolute length and absolute 
animal are the genus. 

It may be that in some cases the definer is obliged to 
employ a negation as well, e. g. in defining privations. For 
35 ‘ blind ’ means a thing which cannot see when its nature is 
to see. There is no difference between dividing the genus 
by a negation, and dividing it by such an affirmation as is 
144“ bound to have a negation as its co-ordinate in a division, 
e. g. supposing he had defined something as ' length 
possessed of breadth ’ ; for co-ordinate in the division with 
that which is possessed of breadth is that which possesses 
no breadth and that only, so that again the genus is divided 
by a negation. 

5 Again, see if he rendered the species as a differentia, as 
do those who define ‘ contumely ’ as ‘ insolence accompanied 
by jeering ’ ; for jeering is a kind of insolence, i. e. it is a 
species and not a differentia. 

Moreover, see if he has stated the genus as the differentia, 
' 143^ 3*^’ Kead irai> yfyot. 
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e. g. ‘ Virtue is a good or noble state : for ‘ good ’ is the lo 
genus of ‘ virtue Or possibly ‘ good ’ here is not the 
genus but the differentia, on the principle that the same 
thing cannot be in two genera of which neither contains 
the other : for ‘ good ’ does not include ‘ state nor vice 
versa : for not every state is good nor every good a ‘ state 
Both, then, could not be genera, and consequently, if ‘ state ’ 15 
is the genus of virtue, clearly ‘ good ’ cannot be its genus : 
it must rather be the differentia. Moreover, ‘ a state ’ in- 
dicates the essence of virtue, whereas ' good ’ indicates not 
the essence but a quality : and to indicate a quality is 
generally held to be the function of the differentia. 

See, further, whether the differentia rendered indicates ao 
an individual rather than a quality : for the general view is 
that the differentia always expresses a quality. 

Look and see, further, whether the differentia belongs 
only by accident to the object defined. For the differentia 
is never an accidental attribute, any more than the genus 25 
is : for the differentia of a thing cannot both belong and not 
belong to it. 

Moreover, if either the differentia or the species, or any 
of the things which are under the species, is predicable of 
the genus, then he could not have defined the term. For 
none of the aforesaid can possibly be predicated of the 30 
genus, seeing that the genus is the term with the widest 
range of all. Again, see if the genus be predicated of the 
differentia ; for the general view is that the genus is predi- 
cated, not of the differentia, but of the objects of which 
the differentia is predicated. Animal (e. g.) is predicated 
of ‘ man ’ or ‘ ox ' or other walking animals, not of the 35 
actual differentia itself which we predicate of the species. 

For if ‘ animal ’ is to be predicated of each of its differentiae, 
then * animal ’ would be predicated of the species several 
times over ; for the differentiae are predicates of the species. 144* 
Moreover, the differentiae will be all either species or indi- 
viduals, if they are animals; for every animal is either 
a species or an individual. 

Likewise you must inquire also if the species or any of 
the objects that come under it is predicated of the differen- 
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tia : for this is impossible, seeing that the differentia is a 
term with a wider range than the various species. More- 
over, if any of the species be predicated of it, the result 
will be that the differentia is a species: if, for instance, 
‘man’ be predicated, the differentia is clearly the human 
race. Again, see if the differentia fails to be prior to the 
10 species : for the differentia ought to be posterior to the 
genus, but prior to the species. 

Look and see also if the differentia mentioned belongs 
to a different genus, neither contained in nor containing the 
genus in question. For the general view is that the same 
differentia cannot be used of two non-subaltern genera. 
IS Else the result will be that the same species as well will be 
in two non-subaltern genera : for each of the differentiae 
imports its own genus, e.g. ‘ walking' and ‘ biped’ import 
with them the genus ‘animal’. If, then, each of the 
genera as well is true of that of which the differentia is 
true,^ it clearly follows that the species must be in two 
JO non-subaltern genera. Or perhaps it is not impossible for 
the same differentia to be used of two non-subaltern genera, 
and we ought to add the words ‘ except they both be sub- 
ordinate members of the same genus’. Thus ‘walking 
animal ’ and ‘ flying animal ’ are non-subaltern genera, and 
‘ biped ’ is the differentia of both. The words ‘ except they 
J5 both be subordinate members of the same genus ’ ought 
therefore to be added ; for both these are subordinate to 
‘ animal ’. From this possibility, that the same differentia 
may be used of two non-subaltern genera, it is clear also that 
there is no necessity for the differentia to carry with it the 
whole of the genus to which it belongs, but only the one 
or the other of its limbs together with the genera that are 
higher than this, as ‘ biped ’ carries with it either ‘ flying ’ 
30 or ‘ walking animal 

See, too, if he has rendered ‘ existence in ’ something as 
the differentia of a thing’s essence : for the general view is 
that locality cannot differentiate between one essence and 
another. Hence, too, people condemn those who divide 
animals by means of the terms ‘ walking ’ and ' aquatic ’, on 
’ 144’’ 19. Read a comma only, not a full-stop, at eKiirtpov, 
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the ground that ‘ walking ’ and ‘ aquatic ’ indicate mere 
locality. Or possibly in this case the censure is undeserved ; 
for ‘ aquatic ’ does not mean ‘ in ’ anything ; nor does it 35 
denote a locality, but a certain quality : for even if the 
thing be on the dry land, still it is aquatic : and likewise a 
land-animal, even though it be in the water, will still be 
a land- and not an aquatic-animal. But all the same, if 145* 
ever the differentia does denote existence in something, 
clearly he will have made a bad mistake. 

Again, see if he has rendered an affection as fhe differen- 
tia : for every affection, if intensified, subverts the essence 
of the thing, while the differentia is not of that kind : for 
the differentia is generally considered rather to preserve 5 
that which it differentiates ; and it is absolutely impossible 
for a thing to exist without its own special differentia : 
for if there be no ‘ walking ’, there will be no ‘ man 
In fact, we may lay down absolutely that a thing cannot 
have as its differentia anything in respect of which it is 
subject to alteration : for all things of that kind, if intensi- 
fied, destroy its essence. If, then, a man has rendered 10 
any differentia of this kind, he has made a mistake: for 
we undergo absolutely no alteration in respect of our 
differentiae. 

Again, see if he has failed to render the differentia of 
a relative term relatively to something else ; for the 
differentiae of relative terms are themselves relative, as in 
the case also of knowledge. This is classed as speculative, 15 
practical, and productive; and each of these denotes a 
relation: for it speculates upon something, and produces 
something and does something. 

Look and see also if the definer renders each relative 
term relatively to its natural purpose : for while in some jo 
cases the particular relative term can be used in relation to 
its natural purpose only and to nothing else, some can be 
used in relation to something else as well. Thus sight can 
only be used for seeing, but a strigil can also be used to 
dip up water. Still, if any one were to define a strigil as an 
instrument for dipping water, he has made a mistake : for 
that is not its natural function. The definition of a thing’s is 
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natural function is ‘ that for which it would be used by the 
prudent man, acting as such, and by the science that deals 
specially with that thing 

Or see if, whenever a term happens to be used in a 
number of relations, he has failed to introduce it in its 
primary relation : e. g. by defining ‘ wisdom ’ as the virtue 
30 of ‘ man ’ or of the ‘ soul rather than of the ‘ reasoning 
faculty ’ : for ' wisdom ’ is the virtue primarily of the 
reasoning faculty : for it is in virtue of this that both the 
man and his soul are said to be wise. 

Moreover, if the thing of which the term defined has 
been stated to be an affection or disposition,* or whatever 
it may be, be unable to admit it, the definer has made 
a mistake. For every disposition and every affection is 
35 formed naturally in that of which it is an affection or dis- 
position, as knowledge, too, is formed in the soul, being a 
disposition of soul. Sometimes, however, people make bad 
mistakes in matters of this sort, e. g. all those who say that 
145*’ ‘ sleep ' is a ‘ failure of sensation ’, or that ‘ perplexity ’ is 
a state of ‘ equality between contrary reasonings ’, or that 
‘ pain ’ is a ‘ violent disruption of parts that are naturally 
conjoined ’. For sleep is not an attribute 0; sensation, 
whereas it ought to be, if it is a failure of sensation. Like- 
5 wise, perplexity is not an attribute of opposite reasonings, nor 
pain of parts naturally conjoined : for then inanimate things 
will be in pain, since pain will be present in them. Similar 
in character, too, is the definition of ‘ health ’, say, as a 
‘ balance of hot and cold elements ’ : for then health will be 
necessarily exhibited by the hot and cold elements : for a 
10 balance of anything is an attribute inherent in those things 
of which it is the balance, so that health would be an attribute 
of them. Moreover, people who define in this way put effect 
for cause, or' cause for effect. For the disruption of parts 
naturally conjoined is not pain, but only a cause of pain : 
nor again is a failure of sensation sleep, but the one is the 
15 cause of the other : for either we go to sleep * because sen- 
sation fails, or sensation fails because we go to sleep. Like- 
wise also an equality between contrary reasonings would be 

' 145*34. Read 7 Stdfleo-ir. * 145'’ 16. Read inri«B(rffo/iei>. 
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generally considered to be a cause of perplexity : for it is 
when we reflect on both sides of a question and find every- 
thing alike to be in keeping with either course that we are 
perplexed which of the two we are to do. *0 

Moreover, with regard to all periods of time look and see 
whether there be any discrepancy between the diflerentia and 
the thing defined : e. g. supposing the ‘ immortal ’ to be de- 
fined as a ‘ living thing immune at present from destruction '. 

For a living thing that is immune ‘ at present ’ from destruc- 
tion will be immortal ‘ at present ’. Possibly, indeed, in this 
case this result does not follow, owing to the ambiguity of 
the words ‘ immune at present from destruction ’ : for it 
may mean either that the thing has not been destroyed at *5 
present, or that it cannot be destroyed at present, or that 
at present it is such that it never can be destroyed. When- 
ever, then, we say that a living thing is at present immune 
from destruction, we mean that it is at present a living 
thing of such a kind as never to be destroyed : and this is 
equivalent to saying that it is immortal, so that it is not 
meant that it is immortal only at present. Still, if ever it 30 
does happen that what has been rendered according to the 
definition belongs in the present only or past, whereas what 
is meant by the word does not so belong, then the two 
could not be the same. So, then, this commonplace rule 
ought to be followed, as we have said. 

7 You should look and see also whether the term being 
defined is applied in consideration of something other 
than the definition rendered. Suppose (e. g.) a definition of 35 
‘justice’ as the ‘ability to distribute what is equal'. This 
would not be right, for ‘just’ describes rather the man who 
chooses, than the man who is able, to distribute what is 
equal : so that justice could not be an ability to distribute 146* 
what is equal : for then also the most just man would be 
the man with the most ability to distribute what is equal. 

Moreover, see if the thing admits of degrees, whereas 
what is rendered according to the definition does not, or, 
vice versa, what is rendered according to the definition 5 
admits of degrees while the thing does not. For either 



TOPICA 


i 46* 

both must admit them or else neither, if indeed what is 
rendered according to the definition is the same as the 
thing. Moreover, .see if, while both of them admit of 
degrees, they yet do not both become greater together: 
e. g. suppose sexual love to be the desire for intercourse : 
JO for he who is more intensely in love has not a more intense 
desire for intercourse, so that both do not become intensified 
at once : they certainly should, however, had they been the 
same thing. 

Moreover, suppose two things to be before you, see 
if the term to be defined applies more jiarticularly to 
the one to which the content of the definition is less 
IS applicable. Take, for instance, the definition of ‘ fire ’ as 
the ‘body that consists of the mo-st rarefied particles’. 
For ‘ fire ’ denotes flame rather than light, but flame ’ is les.s 
the body that con.sists of the most rarefied particles than is 
light ; whereas both ought to be more applicable to the 
same thing, if they had been the same. Again, .see if the 
one expression applies alike to both the objects before you, 
JO while the other does not apply to both alike, but more 
particularly to one of them. 

Moreover, see if he renders the definition relative to two 
things taken separately: thus, ‘the beautiful’ is ‘what is 
pleasant to the eyes or to the ears ’ - ; or ‘ the real ’ is ‘ what 
is capable of being acted upon or of acting ’. For then the 
same thing will be both beautiful- and not beautiful, and 
likewise will be both real and not real. For ‘ pleasant to 
as the ears’ will be the same as ‘beautiful’, so that ‘not 
pleasant to the ears ’ will be the same as ‘ not beautiful ’ : 
for of identical things the opposites, too, are identical, and 
the opposite of ‘ beautiful ’ is ‘ not beautiful ’, while of 
‘ pleasant to the ears ’ the opposite is ‘ not pleasant to the 
ears’: clearly, then, ‘not pleasant to the cars’ is the same 
thing as ‘ not beautiful I f, therefore, something be pleasant 
30 to the eyes but not to the ears, it will be both beautiful and 
not beautiful. In like manner we shall show also that the 
same thing is both real and unreal. 

Moreover, of both genera and differentiae and all the 

' 146“ 17. Kead >J > Cf. PL Hipp. Mai. 297 E, 299c. 
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other terms rendered in definitions you should frame defini- 
tions in lieu of the terms, and then see if there be any 35 
discrepancy between them. 

8 If the term defined be relative, either in itself or in respect 
of its genus, see whether the definition fails to mention that 
to which the term, either in itself or in re.spect of its genus, 146* 
is relative, e. g. if he has defined ‘ knowledge ’ as an 
‘ incontrovertible conception ’ or ‘ wishing ' as ‘ painless 
conation ’. For of everything relative the essence is rela- 
tive to something else, seeing that the being of every relative 
term is identical with being in a certain relation to some- 
thing. He ought, therefore, to have said that knowledge is s 
‘ conception of a knowablc ’ and that wishing is ‘ conation 
for a good '. Likewise, also, if he has defined ‘ grammar ’ 
as ' knowledge of letters ' : whereas in the definition there 
ought to be rendered either the thing to which the term 
itself is relative, or that, whatever it is, to which its genus 
is relative. Or see if a relative term has been described not 
in relation to its end, the end in anything being whatever 10 
is best in it or gives its purpose to the rest. Certainly it is 
what is best or final that should be stated, e. g. that desire 
is not for the pleasant -but for pleasure : for this is our 
purpose in choosing what is pleasant as well. 

Look and see also if that in relation to which he has 
rendered the term be a process or an activity : for nothing 
of that kind is an end, for the completion of the activity or ij 
process is the end rather than the process or activity itself. 

Or perhaps this rule is not true in all cases, for almost 
everybody prefers the present experience of pleasure to its 
cessation, so that they would count the activity as the end 
rather than its completion. 

Again see in some cases if he has failed to distinguish 20 
the quantity or quality or place or other differentiae of an 
object; e.g. the quality and quantity of the honour the 
striving for which makes a man ambitious: for all men 
strive for honour, so that it is not enough to define the 
.ambitious man as him who strives for honour, but the 
aforesaid differentiae must be added. Likewise, also, in 
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*5 defining the covetous man the quantity of money he aims 
at, or in the case of the incontinent man the quality of the 
pleasures, should be stated. For it is not the man who 
gives way to any sort of pleasure whatever who is called 
incontinent, but only he who gives way to a certain kind of 
pleasure. Or again, people sometimes define night as a 
‘ shadow on the earth ’, or an earthquake as a ‘ movement 
of the earth ’, or a cloud as ‘ condensation of the air ’, or 
a wind as a ‘ movement of the air ’ ; whereas they ought to 
30 specify as well quantity, quality, place,' and cause. Like- 
wise, also, in other cases of the kind : for by omitting any 
differentiae whatever he fails to state the essence of the 
term. One should always attack deficiency. For a move- 
ment of the earth does not constitute an earthquake, nor 
a movement of the air a wind, irrespective of its manner 
35 and the amount involved. 

Moreover, in the case of conations, and in any other cases 
where it applies, see if the word ‘apparent’ is left out, 
*47* e.g. ‘wishing is a conation after the good’, or ‘desire is 
a conation after the pleasant’ — instead of saying ‘the 
apparently good’, or ‘pleasant’. For often those who 
exhibit the conation do not perceive what is good or 
pleasant, so that their aim need not be really good 
or pleasant, but only apparently so. They ought, there- 
5 fore, to have rendered the definition also accordingly. On 
the other hand, any one who maintains the existence of 
Ideas ought to be brought face to face with his Ideas, even 
though he does render the word in question : for there can 
be no Idea of anything merely apparent : the general view 
is that an Idea is always spoken of in relation to an Idea : 
thus absolute desire is for the absolutely pleasant, and 
absolute wishing is for the absolutely good ; they therefore 
cannot be for an apparently good or an apparently pleasant : 
lofor the existence of an absolutely-apparently-good or 
pleasant would be an absurdity. 

Moreover, if the definition be of the state of anything, 9 
look at what is in the state, while if it be of what is in the 
' I46'>3 o. Readral ttoD after xal iroiov. 
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state, look at the .state: and likewise also in other cases 
of the kind. Thus if the pleasant be identical with the 
beneficial, then, too, the man who is pleased is benefited. 15 
Speaking generally, in definitions of this sort it happens 
that what the definer defines is in a sense more than one 
thing : for in defining knowledge, a man in a sense defines 
ignorance as well, and likewise also what has knowledge 
and what lacks it, and what it is to know and to be 
ignorant. For if the first be made clear, the others become jo 
in a certain sense clear as well. We have, then, to be on 
our guard in all such cases against discrepancy, using the 
elementary principles drawn from consideration of contraries 
and of co-ordinates. 

Moreover, in the case of relative terms, sec if the species 
is rendered as relative to a species of that to which the 
genus is rendered as relative, e. g. supposing belief to be 
relative to some object of belief, see whether a particular 25 
belief ' is made relative to some particular object of belief : ’ 
and, if a multiple be relative to a fraction, see whether a 
particular multiple be made relative to a particular fraction. 

For if it be not so rendered, clearly a mistake has been 
made. 

See, also, if the opposite of the term has the opposite 
definition, whether (e. g.) the definition of ‘ half ’ is the op- 30 
posite of that of ‘ double ’ : for if ‘ double ’ is ‘ that which 
exceeds another by an equal amount to that other ’, ' half ' 
is ‘ that which is exceeded by an amount equal to itself ’. 

In the same way, too, with contraries. For to the contrary 
term will apply the definition that is contrary in some one 
of the ways in which contraries are conjoined. Thus (e. g.) 
if ‘ useful ’ = ‘ productive of good ‘ injurious ’ = ‘ productive 
of evil ’ or ‘ destructive of good ’, for one or the other of 35 
these is bound to be contrary to the term originally used. H?** 
Suppose, then, neither of these things to be the contrary of 
the term originally used, then clearly neither of the defini- 
tions rendered later could be the definition of the contrary 
of the term originally defined : and therefore the definition 
originally rendered of the original term has not been rightly 
• 147* aS" Read jrpii ri rl vtroXi/nrdii, 
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rendered either. Seeing, moreover, that of contraries, the 
S one is sometimes a word formed to denote the privation of 
the other, as (e. g.) inequality is generally held to be the 
privation of equality (for ‘ unequal ’ merely describes things 
that are not ‘ equal it is therefore clear that * that contrary 
whose form denotes the privation must of necessity be 
dehned through the other ; whereas the other cannot then 
be defined through the one whose ^orm denotes the priva- 
tion ; for else we should find that each is being interpreted 
10 by the other. We must in the case of contrary terms keep 
an eye on this mistake, e. g. supposing any one were to 
define equality as the contrary of inequality : for then he 
is defining it through the term which denotes privation 
of it. Moreover, a man who so defines is bound to use in 
his definition the very term he is defining ; and this becomes 
clear, if for the word we substitute its definition. For to say 
>5 ‘ inequality ’ is the same as to say ‘ privation of equality ’. 
Therefore equality so defined will be ‘ the contrary of the 
privation of equality ’, so that he would have used the very 
word to be defined. Suppose, however, that neither of the 
contraries be so formed as to denote privation, out yet the 
definition of it be rendered in a manner like the above, 
e. g. suppose ‘ good ’ to be defined as ' the contrary of evil 
then, since it is clear that ‘ evil ’ too “ will be ‘ the contraiy 
of good ' (for the definition of things that are contrary in 
30 this way must be rendered in a like manner), the result 
again is that he uses the very term being defined : for 
‘ good ' is inherent in the definition of ‘ evil ’. If, then, ‘ good ’ 
be the contrary of evil, and evil be nothing other than the 
‘contrary of good', then ‘good’ will be the ‘contrary of 
the contrary of good ’. Clearly, then, lie has used the very 
»S word to be defined. 

Moreover, see if in rendering a term formed to denote 
privatibn, he has failed to render the term of which it is the 
privation, e. g. the state, or contraiy, or whatever it may be 

' 147^^* Read dqXov o2ii ori. 
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whose privation it is : also if he has omitted to add either 
any term at all in which the privation is naturally formed, 
or else that in which it is naturally formed primarily, 
e. g. whether in defining ‘ ignorance ’ as a privation he has 30 
failed to say that it is the privation of ‘ knowledge ’ ; or has 
failed to add in what it is naturally formed, or, though he 
has added this, has failed to render the thing in which it is 
primarily formed, placing it (e. g.) in ‘ man ’ or in ‘ the soul 
and not in the ‘ reasoning faculty ’ : for if in any of these 
respects he fails, he has made a mistake. Likcvnse, also, if 
he has failed to say that ' blindness ’ is the ‘ privation of sight 
in an eye ’ : for a proper rendering of its essence must state 33 
both of what it is the privation and what it is that is deprived. 148* 

Examine further whether he has defined by the ex- 
pression ‘ a privation ’ a term that is not used to denote 
a privation; thus a mistake of this sort also would be 
generally thought to be incurred in the case of ‘ error ’ by s 
any one who is not using it as a merely negative term. 

For what is generally thought to be in error is not that 
which has no knowledge, but rather that which has been 
deceived, and for this reason we do not talk of inanimate 
things or of children as ' erring ’. ‘ Erroi then, is not used 
to denote a mere privation of knowledge. 

10 Moreover, .vee whether the like inflexions in the definition 
apply to the like ^ inflexions of the term , e. g. if ‘ beneficial’ 10 
means ‘ productive of health ’, does ' beneficially ' mean ‘ pro- 
ductively of health’ and a ‘benefactor’ a ‘producer of 
health ’ ? 

Look too and see whether the definition given will apply 
to the Idea as well. For in some cases it will not do so ; 
e. g. in the Platonic definition where he adds the word 15 
‘ mortal ’ in his definitions of living creatures: for the Idea 
(e. g. the absolute Man) is not mortal, so that the definition 
will not fit the Idea. So always wherever the words ‘ capable 
of acting on ’ or ‘ capable of being acted upon ’ are added, 
the definition and the Idea are absolutely boimd to be 
discrepant: for those who assert the existence of Ideas 30 
^ 148* 10. Read d hi rir 
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hold that they are incapable of being acted upon, or of 
motion. In dealing with these people even arguments of 
this kind are useful, 

Further, see if he has rendered a single common definition 
of terms that are used ambiguously. For terms whose defini- 
tion corresponding to their common name is one and the 
95 same, are synonymous ; if, then, the definition applies in a 
like manner to the whole range of the ambiguous term, it is 
not true of any one of the objects described by the term. 
This is, moreover, what happens to Dionysius’ definition of 
‘ life ’ when stated as ' a movement of a creature sustained 
by nutriment, congenitally present with it ’ : for this is found 
in plants as much as in animals, whereas ‘ life ’ is generally 
30 understood to mean not one kind of thing only, but to be 
one thing in animals and another in plants. It is possible 
to hold the view that life is a synonymous term and is 
always used to describe one thing only, and therefore to 
render the definition in this way on purpose: or it may 
quite well happen that a man may see the ambiguous 
character of the word, and wish to render the definition of 
3$ the one sense only, and yet fail to see that he has rendered 
a definition common to both senses instead of one peculiar 
to the sense he intends. In either case, whichever course 
he pursues, he is equally at fault. Since ambiguous terms 
sometimes pass unobserved, it is best in questioning to treat 
148** such terms as though they were synonymous (for the defini- 
tion of the one sense will not apply to the other, so that the 
answerer will be generally thought not to have defined it 
correctly, for to a synonymous term the definition should 
apply in its full range), whereas in answering you should 
yourself distinguish between the senses. Further, as some 
S answerers call ‘ ambiguous ’ what is really synonymous, when- 
ever the definition rendered fails to apply universally, and, 
vice versa, call synonymous what is really ambiguous 
supposing their definition applies to both senses of the term, 
one should secure a preliminary admission on such points, 
or else prove beforehand that so-and-so is ambiguous or 
synonymous, as the case may be : for people are more ready 
to agree when they do not foresee what the consequence 
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will be. If, however, no admission has been made, and the lo 
man asserts that what is really synonymous is ambiguous 
because the definition he has rendered will not apply to the 
second sense as well, see if the definition of this second 
meaning applies also to the other meanings : for if so, this 
meaning must clearly be synonymous with those others. 
Otherwise, there will be more than one definition of those 
other meanings, for there are applicable to them two distinct 15 
definitions in explanation of the term, viz. the one previously 
rendered and also the later one. Again, if any one were to 
define a term used in several senses, and, finding that his 
definition does not apply to them all, were to contend not 
that the term is ambiguous, but that even the term does not 
properly apply to all those senses, just because his definition 
will not do so either, then one may retort to such a man 
that though in some things one must not use the language ao 
of the people, yet in a question of terminology one is bound 
to employ the received and traditional usage and not to 
upset matters of that sort. 

tl Suppose now that a definition has been rendered of some 
complex term, take away the definition of onr of the 
elements in the complex, and see if also the rest of the >5 
definition defines the rest of it : if not, it is clear that neither 
does the whole definition define the whole complex. Suppose, 
e. g., that some one has defined a ‘ finite straight line ’ as ‘ the 
limit of a finite plane, such that its centre is in a line with 
its extremes ’ ; if now the definition of a ’ finite line ’ be the 
‘ limit of a finite plane’, the rest (viz. ‘ such that its centre 30 
is in a line with its extremes ’) ought to be a definition of 
‘ straight '. But an infinite straight line has neither centre 
nor extremes and yet is straight, so that this remainder 
does not define the remainder of the term. 

Moreover, if the term defined be a compound notion, see 
if the definition rendered be equimembral with the term 
defined. A definition is said to be equimembral with the 
term defined when the number of the elements compounded 35 
in the latter is the same as the number of nouns and verbs 
in the definition. For the exchange in such cases is bound 
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to be merely one of teim foi term,' in the case of some if 
149* not of all, seeing that there are no more terms used now 
than formcily; whereas in a definition terms ought to be 
rendered by phrases, if possible in every case, or if not. in 
the majority. For at that late, simple objects too could 
be defined by merely calling them by a different name, 
e. g. ‘ cloak ’ instead of ‘ doublet 
5 The mistake is even worse, if actually a less well known 
term be substituted, e. g. ‘ pellucid moital ’ for ‘ white man ’ . 
for it is no definition, and moi cover is less intelligible when 
put in that form. 

Look and see also whether, in the exchange of words, 
the sense fails still to be the same. Take, for instance, 
the explanation of ‘speculative knowledge’ '..s ‘ speculative 
10 conception.’ for conception is not the same as knowledge 
— as it ceitainly ought to be if the whole is to be the 
same too foi though the woid ‘speculative’ is common to 
both expiessions, yet the remainder is different. 

Moreover, see if in 1 eplacing one of the tci ms by something 
15 else he has exchanged the genus and not the diffeicntia, as 
in the example just given for speculative ’ is a less familiar 
term than knowledge -, for the one is the genus and the other 
the diffcientia, and the genus is always the most familiar term 
of all ; so that it is not this, but the differentia, that ought 
to have been changed, seeing that it is the less familiar. 
20 It might be held that this criticism is ridiculous because 
there is no reason why the most familiar term should not 
describe thj differentia, and not the genus ; in which case, 
clearly, the tcim to be altered would also be that denoting 
the genus and not the differentia. If, how'evei, a man is 
substituting for a term not mcicly another term but a 
25 phrase, clearly it :s of the diffcientia rather than of the 
genus that a definition should be rendered, seeing that 
the object of rcndeiing the definition is to make the subject 
familiar ; for the differentia is less familiar than the genus. 

* If he has rendered the definition of the differentia, sec 
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whether the definition rendered is common to it and some- 30 
thing else as well: e. g. whenever he says that an odd 
number is a ‘ number with a middle further definition is 
required of how it has a middle : for the word ‘ number 
is common to both expressions, and it is the word ‘ odd ’ 
for which the phrase has been substituted. Now both a line 
and a body have a middle, yet they are not ‘ odd ’ ; so that 
this could not be a definition of ‘ odd ’. If, on the other 35 
hand, the phrase ‘ with a middle’ be used in several senses, 
the sense here intended requires to be defined. So that 
this will either discredit the definition or prove that it is no 
definition at all. 

13 Again, see if the term of which he renders the definition 
is a reality, whereas what is contained in the definition is 
not. e. g. Suppose ‘ white ’ to be defined as ‘ colour mingled 149** 
.with fire ’ : for what is bodiless cannot be mingled with body, 
so that ‘ colour ’ ‘ mingled with fire ’ could not exist, whereas 
‘ white ' docs exist. 

Moreover, those who in the case of relative terms do 
not distinguish to what the object is related, but have 
described it only so as to include it among too large a s 
number of things, are wrong either wholly or in part ; e. g. 
.suppose some one to have defined ‘ medicine ’ as a ‘ science 
of Reality'. For if medicine be not a science of any- 
thing that is real, the definition is clearly altogether false ; 
while if it be a science of some real thing, but not of an- 
other, it is partly false ; for it ought to hold of all reality’, 
if it is said to be of Reality essentially and not accidentally ; 
as is the case with other relative terms : for every object of 10 
knowledge is a term relative to knowledge : likewise, also, 
with other relative terms, inasmuch as all such are con- 
vertible. Moreover, if the right way to render account of 
a thing be to render it as it is not in itself but accidentally, 
then each and every relative term would be used in relation 15 
not to one thing but to a number of things. For there is 
no reason why the same thing should not be both real and 
white and good, so that it would be a correct rendering to 
render the object in relation to any one whatsoever of these. 
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if to render what it is accidentally be a correct way to 
render it. It is, moreover, impossible that a definition of 
this sort should be peculiar to the term rendered : for not 
30 only medicine, but the majority of the other sciences too, 
have for their object some real thing, so that each will be 
a science of reality. Clearly, then, .such a definition does 
not define any science at all ; for a definition ought to be 
peculiar to its own term, not general. 

Sometimes, again, people define not the thing but only 
25 the thing in a good or perfect condition. Such is the defini- 
tion of a rhetorician as ‘ one who can always see what will 
persuade in the given circumstances, and omit nothing’; 
or of a thief, as ‘ one who pilfers in secret ’ : for clearly, if 
they each do this, then the one will be a good rhetorician, and 
the other a good thief : whereas it is not the actual pilfering 
30 in secret, but the wish to do it, that constitutes the thief. 

Again, see if he has rendered what is desirable for its own 
sake as desirable for what it produces or does, or as in any 
way desirable because of something else, e. g. by saying that 
justice is ‘ what preserves the laws ’ or that wisdom is ‘ what 
produces happiness for what produces or preserves some- 
thing else is one of the things desirable for something else. 

35 It might be said that it is possible for what is desirable in 
itself to be desirable for something else as well : but still to 
define what is desirable in itself in such a way is none the 
less wrong : for the essence contains par excellence what is 
best in anything, and it is better for a thing to be de.sirable 
in itself than to be desirable for something else, so that this 
is rather what the definition too ought to have indicated. 

* 50 “ See also whether in defining anything a man has defined i? 
it as an ‘ A and B ’, or as a ' product of A and B ’ or as an 
‘ A -t- B ’. If he defines it as ‘ A and B ’, the definition will 
be true of both and yet of neither of them ; suppose, e. g., 
justice to be defined as ‘temperance and courage’. For 
5 if of two persons each has one of the two only, both and 
yet neither will be just : for both together have justice, and 
yet each singly fails to have it. Even if the situation here 
described does not so far appear very absurd because of the 
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occurrence of this kind of thing in other cases also (for it is 
quite possible for two men to have a mina between them, 
though neither of them has it by himself), yet at least that 
they should have contrary attributes surely seems quite 10 
absurd ; and yet this will follow if the one be temperate 
and yet a coward, and the other, though brave, be a profli- 
gate ; for then both will exhibit both justice and injustice : 
for if justice be temperance and bravery, then injustice will 
be cowardice and profligacy. In general, too, all the ways 15 
of showing that the whole is not the same as the sum of its 
parts are useful in meeting the type just described ; for 
a man who defines in this way seems to assert that the 
parts are the same as the whole. The arguments are par- 
ticularly appropriate in cases where the process of putting 
the parts together is obvious, as in a house and other things 
of that sort : for there, clearly, you may have the parts and 20 
yet not have the whole, so that parts and whole cannot be 
the same. 

If, however, he has said that the term being defined is 
not ‘ A and B ’ but the ‘ product of A and B ’, look and see 
in the first place if A and B cannot in the nature of things 
have a single product : for some things are so related to 
one another that nothing can come of them, e. g. a line and 25 
a number. Moreover, see if the term that has been defined 
is in the nature of things found primarily in some single 
subject, whereas the things which he has said produce it 
are not found primarily in any single subject, but each in 
a separate one. If so, clearly that term could not be the 
product of these things : for the whole is bound to be in 
the same things wherein its parts are, so that the whole will 
then be found primarily not in one subject only, but in a 30 
number of them. If, on the other hand, both parts and 
whole are found primarily in some single subject, see if that 
medium is not the same, but one thing in the case of the 
whole and another in that of the parts. Again, see whether 
the parts perish together with the whole : for it ought to 
happen, vice versa, that the whole perishes when the parts 
perish ; when the whole perishes, there is no necessity that 35 
the parts should perish too. Or again, see if the whole be 
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good or evil, and the parts neither, or, vice versa, if the 
parts be good or evil and the whole neither. For it is 
impossible either for a neutral thing to produce something 
150*’ good or bad, or for things good or bad to produce a neutral 
thing. Or again, see if the one thing is more distinctly 
good than the other is evil, and yet the product be no more 
good than evil, e.g. suppose shamelessness be defined as 
‘ the product of courage and false opinion ’ ; here the good- 
5 ness of courage exceeds the evil of false opinion ; accordingly 
the product of these ought to have corresponded to Ais 
excess, and to be either good without qualification, or at 
least more good than evil. Or it may be that this does not 
necessarily follow, unless each be in itself good or bad ; for 
many things that are productive are not good in themselve.^, 
but only in combination ; or, per contra, ihey are good taken 
10 singly, and bad or neutral in combination. What has just 
been said is most clearly illustrated in the case of things 
that make for health or sickness; for some drugs are such 
that each taken alone is good, but if they are both adminis- 
tered in a mixture, bad. 

Again, see whether the whole, as produced from a better 
iji and worse, fails to be worse than the better and better than 
the worse element. This again, however, need not necessarily 
be the case, unless the elements compounded be in them- 
selves good ; if they are not, the whole may very well not 
be good, as in the cases just instanced. 

Moreover, see if the whole be synonymous with one of 
the elements : for it ought not to be, any more than in the 
ao case of syllables : for the syllable is not synonymous with 
any of the letters of which it is made up. 

Moreover, see if he has failed to state the manner of their 
composition: for the mere mention of its elements is not 
enough to make the thing intelligible. For the essence of 
any compound thing is not merely that it is a product of 
so-and-so, but that it is a product of them compounded in 
as such and such a way, just as in the case of a house : for 
here the materials do not make a house irrespective of the 
way they are put together. 

If a man has defined an object as ‘A-J- B ’, the first thing 
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to be said is that ‘ A + B ’ means the same either as ‘A and B 
or as the ‘ product of A and B For ‘ honey + water ’ means 

either the honey and the water, or the ‘ drink made of honey 
and water If, then, he admits that ‘ A + B ’ is the same as 30 
either of these two things, the same criticisms will apply as 
have already been given for meeting each of them. Moreover, 
distinguish between the different senses in which one thing 
may be said to be ‘ + ' another, and see if there is none of 
them in which A could be said to exist ‘ + B Thus e. g. 
supposing the expression to mean that they exist either in 35 
some identical thing capable of containing them (as e.g. 
justice and courage are found in the soul), or else in the 
same place or in the same time, and if this be in no way 
true of the A and B in question, clearly the definition 
rendered could not hold of anything, as there is no possible 
way in which A can exist ‘ + B’. If, however, among the 151* 
various senses above distinguished, it be true that A and B 
are each found in the same time as the other, look and see 
if possibly the two are not used in the same relation. Thus 
e. g. suppose courage to have been defined as ‘ daring with 
right reasoning ’ : here it is possible that the person exhibits 
daring in robbery, and right reasoning in regard to the s 
means of health : but he may have ‘ the former quality + the 
latter’ at the same time, and not as yet be courageous! 
Moreover, even though both be used in the same relation 
as well, e. g. in relation to medical treatment (for a man may 
exhibit both daring and right reasoning in respect of medical 
treatment), still, none the less, not even this combination of 
‘ the one + the other ’ makes him ‘ courageous ’. For the two 
must not relate to any casual object that is the same, any 10 
more than each to a different object | rather, they must 
relate to the function of courage, e. g. meeting the perils of 
war, or whatever is more properly speaking its function 
than this. 

Some definitions rendered in this form fail to come under 
the aforesaid division at all, e.g. a definition of anger as 15 
‘ pain with a consciousness of being slighted For what 
this means to say is that it is because of a consciousness of 
thi.«t sort that the pain occurs; but to occur ‘ because of 
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a thing is not the same as to occur ‘ + a thing ’ in any of its 
aforesaid senses. 

30 Again, if he have described the whole compounded as 14 
the ‘ composition ’ of these things (e. g. ‘ a living creature ’ as 
a ‘ composition of soul and body ’), first of all see whether he 
has omitted to state the kind of composition, as (e. g.) in 
a definition of ‘ flesh ’ or ‘ bone ’ as the ‘ composition of fire, 
earth, and air For it is not enough to say it is a com- 
position, but you should also go on to define the kind of 
35 composition : for these things do not form flesh irrespective 
of the manner of their composition, but when compounded 
in one way they form flesh, when in another, bone. It 
appears, moreover, that neither of the aforesaid substances 
is the same as a ‘ composition ' at all : for a composition 
always has a decomposition as its contrary, whereas neither 
of the aforesaid has any contrary. Moreover, if it is equally 
probable that every compound is a composition or else that 
30 none is, and every kind of living creature, though a com- 
pound, is never a composition, then no other compound 
could be a composition either. 

Again, if in the nature of a thing two contraries are 
equally liable to occur, and the thing has been defined 
through the one, clearly it has not been defined ; else there 
will be more than one definition of the same thing ; for how 
35 is it any more a definition to define it through this one than 
through the other, seeing that both alike are naturally liable 
iSi** to occur in it ? Such is the definition of the soul, if defined 
as a substance capable of receiving knowledge : for it has 
a like capacity for receiving ignorance. 

Also, even when one cannot attack the definition as a 
whole for lack of acquaintance with the whole, one should 
5 attack some part of it, if one knows that part and sees it to 
be incorrectly rendered : for if the part be demolished, so 
too is the whole definition. Where, again, a definition is 
obscure, one should first of all correct and reshape it in 
order to make some part of it clear and get a handle for 
attack, and then proceed to examine it. For the answerer 
ro is bound either to accept the sense as taken by the questioner, 
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or else himself to explain clearly whatever it is that his 
definition means. Moreover, just as in the assemblies the 
ordinary practice is to move an emendation of the existing 
law and, if the emendation is better, they repeal the existing 
law, so one ought to do in the case of definitions as well ; 
one ought oneself to propose a second definition ; for if it is is 
seen to be better, and more indicative of the object defined, 
clearly the definition already laid down will have been 
demolished, on the principle that there cannot be more 
than one definition of the same thing. 

In combating definitions it is always one of the chief 
elementary principles to take by oneself a happy shot at 
a definition of the object before one, or to adopt some 
correctly expressed definition. For one is bound, with the jo 
model (as it were) before one’s eyes, to discern .both any 
shortcoming in any features that the definition ought to 
have, and also an}' superfluous addition, so that one is 
better supplied with lines of attack. 

As to definitions, then, let so much suffice. 



BOOK VII 


151*’ Whether two things are ‘the same* or ‘ different ini 
the most literal of the meanings ascribed to ‘sameness’ 
(and we said ' that ‘ the same ’ applies in the most literal 
30 sense to w'hat is numerically one), may be examined in the 
light of their inflexions and coordinates and opposites. 
For if justice be the same as courage, then too the just man 
is the same as the brave man, and ‘ justly ’ is the same as 
‘bravely*. Likewise, too, in the case of their opposites: 
for if two things be the same, their opposites also will 
35 be the same, in any of the recognized forms of opposition. 
For it is the same thing to take the opposite of the one or 
that of the other, .seeing that they are the same. Again it 
may be examined in the light of those things w’hich tend to 
153* produce or to destroy the things in question, of their forma- 
tion and destruction, and in general of any thing that is 
related in like manner to each. For where things are 
absolutely the same, their formations and destructions also 
are the same, and so are the things that tend to produce or 
to destroy them. 

5 Look and see also, in a case where one of two things 
is said to be something or other in a superlative degree, it 
the other of these alleged identical things can also be 
described by a superlative in the same respect. Thus 
Xenocrates argues that the happy life and the good life are 
the same, seeing that of all forms of life the good life is the 
most desirable and so also is the happy life ; for ' the most 
desirable ’ and ‘ the greatest ' apply but to one thing.^ 
10 Likewise also in other cases of the kind. Each, however, 
of the two things termed ‘greatest* or ‘most desirable’ 
must be numerically one : otherwise no proof will have been 
given that they are the same; for it does not follow 
because Peloponnesians and Spartans are the bravest of the 
' 103*23. * Fr. 82 Heinze. 
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Greeks, that Peloponnesians are the same as Spartans, 
seeing that ‘Peloponnesian’ is not any one person nor yet 15 
‘Spartan’; it only follows that the one must be included 
under the other as ‘ Spartans ’ are under ' Peloponnesians’ : 
for otherwise, if the one class be not included under the 
other, each will be better than the other. For then the 
Peloponnesians are bound to be better than the Spartans, ao 
seeing that the one class is not included under the other ; 
for they are better than anybody else. Likewise also the 
Spartans must perforce be better than the Peloponnesians ; 
for they too are better than anybody else ; each then is better 
than the other ! Clearly therefore what is styled ‘ best ’ as 
and ‘ greatest ’ must be a single thing, if it is to be proved 
to be ‘ the same ’ as another. This also is why Xenocrates 
fails to prove his case : for the happy life is not numerically 
single, nor yet the good life, so that it does not follow that, 
because they are both the most desirable, they are therefore 
the saine, but only that the one falls under the other. 30 

Again, look and see if, supposing the one to be the same 
as something, the other also is the same as it ; for if they 
be not both the same as the same thing, clearly neither are 
they the same as one another. 

Moreover, examine them in the light of their accidents or 
of the things of which they are accidents : for any accident 
belonging to the one must belong also to the other, and if the 35 
one belong to anything as an accident, so must the other 
also. If in any of these respects there is a discrepancy, 
clearly they are not the same. 

See further whether, instead of both being found in one 
class of predicates, the one signifies a quality and the other 
a quantity or relation. Again, see if the genus of each be 
not the same, the one being ‘ good ' and the other ‘ evil ’, iS*** 
or the one being ‘ virtue ’ and the other ‘ knowledge ’: or 
see if, though the genus is the same, the differentiae pre- 
dicted of either be not the same, the one (e.g.) being 
distinguished as a ‘ speculative ’ science, the other as a 
‘ practical ’ science. Likewise also in other casesi 5 

Moreover, from the point of view of 'degrees’, see if 
the one admits an increase of degree but not the other. 
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or if though both admit it, they do not admit it at the 
same time; just as it is not the case that a man desires inter- 
course more intensely, the more intensely he is in love, 
so that love and the desire for intercourse are not the 
same. 

lo Moreover, examine them by means of an addition, and 
see whether the addition of each to the same thing fails to 
make the same whole; or if the subtraction of the same 
thing from each leaves a different remainder. Suppose 
(e.g.) that he has declared ‘double a half’ to be the same 
as ‘ a multiple of a half’ ; then, subtracting the words 
‘a half from each, the remainders ought to have signified 
rs the same thing : but they do not ; for ‘ double ’ and ‘ a 
multiple of’ do not signify the same thing. 

Inquire also not only if some impossible consequence 
results directly from the statement made, that A and B are 
the same, but also whether it is possible for a supposition 
to bring it about ; as happens to those who assert that 
so ‘ empty ’ is the same as ‘ full of air ’: for clearly if the air be 
exhausted, the vessel will not be less but more empty, 
though it will no longer be full of air. So that by a 
supposition, which may be true or may be false (it makes 
no difference which), the one character is annulled and not 
the other, showing that they are not the same. 

*5 Speaking generally, one ought to be on the look-out for 
any discrepancy anywhere in any sort of predicate of each 
term, and in the things of which they are predicated. For 
all that is predicated of the one should be predicated also 
of the other, and of whatever the one is a predicate, the 
other should be a predicate of it as well. 

30 Moreover, as ‘ sameness ’ is a term used in many senses, 
see whether things that are the same in one way are the 
same also in a different way. For there is cither no neces- 
sity or even no possibility that things that are the same 
specifically or generically should be numerically the same, 
and it is with the question whether they are or are not the 
same in that sense that we are concerned. 

Moreover, see whether the one can exist without the 
35 other ; for, if so, they could not be the same. 
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2 Such is the number of the commonplace rules that relate 
to ‘ sameness It is clear from what has been said that all 
the destructive commonplaces relating to sameness are 
useful also in questions of definition, as was said before : ^ 
for if what is signified by the term and by the expression 

be not the same, clearly the expression rendered could not I 53 * 
be a definition. None of the constructive commonplaces, 
on the other hand, helps in the matter of definition ; for it 
is not enough to show the sameness of content between the 
expression and the term, in order to establish that the 
former is a definition, but a definition must have also all the 
other characters already announced.* a 

3 This then is the way, and these the arguments, whereby 
the attempt to demolish a definition should always be made. 

If, on the other hand, we desire to establish one, the first 
thing to observe is that few if any who engage in discussion 
arrive at a definition by reasoning: they always assume 
something of the kind as their starting point,' — both in n> 
geometry and in arithmetic and the other studies of that 
kind. In the second place, to say accurately what a defini- 
tion is, and how it should be given, belongs to another 
inquiry.® At present it concerns us only so far as is 
required for our present purpose, and accordingly we need 
only make the bare statement that to reason to a thing’s 
definition and essence is quite possible. For if a definition 15 
is an expression signifying the essence of the thing and the 
predicates contained therein ought also to be the only ones 
which are predicated of the thing in the category of essence -, 
and genera and differentiae are so predicated in that cate- 
gory : it is obvious that if one were to get an admission 
that so and so are the only* attributes predicated in that 
category, the expression containing so and so would of»® 
necessity be a definition ; for it is impossible that anything 
else should be a definition, seeing that there is not anything 
else predicated of the thing in the category of essence. 

That a definition may thus be reached by a process of 

» 139a 2.7-35. 
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reasoning is obvious. The means whereby it should be 
established have been more precisely defined elsewhere,' 
*5 but for the purposes of the inquiry now before us the same 
commonplace rules serve. For we have to examine into 
the contraries and other opposites of the thing, surveying 
the expressions used both as wholes and in detail ; for if the 
opposite definition defines that opposite term, the definition 
given must of necessity be that of the term before us. 
30 Seeing, however, that contraries may be conjoined in more 
than one way, we have to select from those contraries 
the one whose contrary definition seems most obvious. 
The expressions, then, have to be examined each as a 
whole in the way we have said, and also in detail as follows. 
First of all, see that the genus rendered is correctly rendered ; 
for if the contrary thing be found in the contrary genus to 
that stated in the definition, and the thing before you is 
35 not in that same genus, then it would clearly be in the 
contrary genus : for contraries must of necessity be either in 
the same genus or in contrary genera. The differentiae, 
too, that are predicated of contraries we expect to be con- 
trary, c. g. those of white and black, for the one tends to 
iSS** pierce the vision, while the other tends to compress it So 
that if contrary differentiae to those in the definition are 
predicated of the contrary term, then those rendered in the 
definition would be predicated of the term before us. Seeing, 
then, that both the genus and the differentiae have been 
rightly rendered, clearly the expression given must be the 
right definition. It might be replied that there is no necessity 
5 why contrary differentiae should be predicated of contraries, 
unless the contraries be found within the same genus : 
of things whose genera are themselves contraries it may 
very well be that the same differentia is used of both, e. g. 
of justice and injustice; for the one is a virtue and the 
other a vice of the soul: ‘of the soul’; therefore, is the 
10 differentia in both cases, seeing that the body as well has 
its virtue and vice. But this much at least is true, that the 
differentiae of contraries are either contrary or else the same. 
If, then, the contrary differentia to that given be predicated 
‘ Aft. Post. ii. 13 . 
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of the contrary term and not of the one in hand, clearly the 
differentia stated must be predicated of the latter. Speak- 
ing generally, seeing that the definition consists of genus 
and differentiae, if the definition of the contrary term be 15 
apparent, the definition of the term before you will be 
apparent also : for since its contrary is found either in the 
same genus or in the contrary genus, and likewise also the 
differentiae predicated of opposites are either contrary to, 
or the same as, each other, clearly of the term before you 
there will be predicated either the same genus as of its 
contrary, while, of its differentiae, either all are contrary to ao 
those of its contrary, or at least some of them are so while 
the rest remain the same; or, vice versa, the differentiae 
will be the same and the genera contrary ; or both genera 
and differentiae will be contrary. And that is all ; for that 
both should be the same is not possible ; else contraHes 
will have the same definition. 

Moreover, look at it from the point of view of its inflexions as 
and coordinates. For genera and definitions are bound to 
correspond in either case. Thus if forgetfulness be the loss 
of knowledge, to forget is to lose knowledge, and to have 
forgotten is to have lost knowledge. If, then, any one what- 
ever of these is agreed to, the others must of necessity be 30 
agreed to as well. Likewise, also, if destruction is the de- 
composition of the thing's essence, then to be destroyed is to 
have its essence decomposed, and ‘ destructively ’ means ' in 
such a way as to decompose its essence ’ ; if again ‘ destruc- 
tive ’ means ‘ apt to decompose something’s essence then 
also ‘destruction ’ means ‘the decomposition of its essence’. 
Likewise also with the rest ; get an admission of any one 
of them whatever, and all the rest are admitted too. 35 

Moreover, j look at it from the point of view of things 
that stand in relations that are like each other. For if 
‘healthy’ means ‘productive of health’, ‘vigorous’ too will 
mean ‘ productive of vigour ’, and ‘ useful ’ will mean ‘ pro- 
ductive of good ’. For each of these things is related in 
like manner to its own peculiar end, so that if one of them iS 4 * 
is defined as ‘ productive of ’ that end, this will also be the 
definition of each of the rest as well. 
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Moreover, look at it from the point of view of greater and 
like degrees, in all the ways in which it is possible to estab- 
5 lish a result by compai ing two and two together. Thus if 
A defines a better than B defines /3, and B is a definition 
of jS, so too is A of a. Further, if A’s claim to define a is 
like B’s to dehne /3, and B defines j9, then A too defines a. 
This examination from the point of view of greater degrees 
is of no use when a single definition is compared with two 
xo things, or two definitions with one thing ; for there cannot 
possibly be one definition of two things or two of the same 
thing. 

The most handy of all the commonplace arguments are 4 
those just mentioned and those from coordinates and 
inflexions, and these therefore aie those which it is most 
important to master and to have 1 eady to hand : for they 
are the most useful on the greatest number of occasions. 

15 Of the rest, too, the most impoitant are those of most 
general application ; for these are the most effective, e. g. 
that you should examine the individual cases,* and then 
look to see in the case of their vai ious species whether the 
definition applies. For the species is synonymous with its 
individuals. This sort of inquiry is of service against those 
who assume the existence of Ideas, as has been said before.® 

10 Moreover see if a man has used a term metaphorically, or 
predicated it of itself as though it were something different. 
So too if any other of the commonplace rules is of general 
application and effective, it should be employed, 

That it is more difficult to establish than to overthrow 5 
a definition, is obvious from considerations piesently to be 
as urged. For to see for oneself, and to secure from those 
whom one is questioning, an admission of premisses of this 
sort is no simple matter, e. g. that of the elements of the 
definition rendered the one is genus and the other differentia, 
and that only the genus and differentiae are predicated in 
the category of essence. Yet without these premisses it 
is impossible to reason to a definition ; for if any other 
' 154*17. Read tA fitaora. * 148*14 
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things as well are predicated of the thing in the category of 3o 
essence, there is no telling whether the formula stated or 
some other one is its definition, for a definition is an 
expression indicating the essence of a thing. The point is 
clear also from the following: It is easier to draw one 
conclusion than many. Now in demolishing a definition it 
is sufficient to argue against one point only ^ (for if we have 
overthrown any single point whatsoever, we shall have 
demolished the definition) ; whereas in establishing a defini- 35 
tion, one is bound to bring people to the view that every- 
thing contained in the definition is attributable. Moreover, 
in establishing a case, the reasoning brought forward must 
be universal ; for the definition put forward must be predi- 
cated of everything of which the term is predicated, and *54* 
must moreover be convertible, if the definition rendered is 
to be peculiar to the subject. In overthrowing a view, on 
the other hand, there is no longer any necessity to show 
one’s point universally ; for it is enough to show that the 
formula is untrue of any one of the things embraced under 
the term. Further, even supposing it should be necessary s 
to overthrow something by a universal proposition, not even 
so is there any need to prove the converse of the proposition 
in the process of overthrowing the definition. For merely 
to show that the definition fails to be predicated of every 
one of the things of which* the term is predicated, is enough 
to overthrow it universally : and there is no need to prove 
the converse of this in order to show that® the term is 
predicated of things of which the expression is not predi- 10 
cated. Moreover, even if it applies to everything embraced 
under the term, but not to it alone, the definition is thereby 
demolished. 

The case stands likewise in regard to the property and 
genus of a term also. For in both cases it is easier to 
overthrow than to establish. As regards the property this is 
is clear from what has been said : for as a rule the property 
is rendered in a complex phrase, so that to overthrow it, it 
is only necessary to demolish one of the terms used, whereas 
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to establish it it is ncccssar}' to reason to them all. Then, 
too, nearly all the other rules that apply to the definition 
will apply also to the property of a thing. For in ostab- 
ao lishing a property one has to show that it is true of every- 
thing included under the term in question, whereas to 
overthrow one it is enough to show in a single case only 
that it fails to belong : further, even if it belongs to every- 
thing falling under the term, but not to that only, it is over- 
thrown in this case as well, as was explained in the case of 
the definition.* In regard to the genus, it is clear that you 
are bound to establish it in one way only, viz. by showing 
as that it belongs in every case, while of overthrowing it there 
are two ways : for if it has been shown that it belongs either 
never or not in a certain case, the original statement has 
been demolished. Moreover, in establishing a genus it is 
not enough to show that it belongs, but also that it belongs 
as genus has to be shown ; whereas in overthrowing it, it is 
enough to show its failure to belong either in some particular 
30 case or ‘ in every case. It appears, in fact, as though, just 
as in other things to destroy is easier than to create, so in 
these matters too to overthrow is easier than to establish. 

In the case of an accidental attribute the universal 
proposition is easier to overthrow than to establish ; for to 
35 establish it, one has to show that it belongs in every case, 
whereas to overthrow it, it is enough to show that it does 
not belong in one single case. The particular proposition 
is, on the contrary, easier to establish than to overthrow : 
for to establish it, it is enough to show that it belongs in 
155* a particular instance, whereas to overthrow it, it has to be 
shown that it never belongs at all. 

It is clear also that the easiest thing of all is to overthrow 
a definition. For on account of the number of statements 
involved we are presented in the definition with the greatest 
number of points for attack, and the more plentiful the 
5 material, the quicker an argument comes : for there is more 
likelihood of a mistake occurring in a large than in a small 
number of things. Moreover, the other rules too may be 
used as means for attacking a definition ; for if either the 
' 1. 10 . ’ I54*’29. Delete /tq at end of line. 
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formula be not peculiar, or the genus rendered be the 
wrong one, or something included in the formula fail to 
belong, the definition is thereby demolished. On the other 
hand, against the others we cannot bring all of the argu- xo 
ments drawn from definitions, nor yet of the rest : for only 
those relating to accidental attributes apply generally to 
all the aforesaid kinds of attribute. For while each of 
the aforesaid kinds of attribute must belong to the thing 
in question, yet the genus may very well not belong as 
a property without as yet being thereby demolished. Like- 
wise also the property need not belong as a genus, nor the tg 
accident as a genus or property, so long as they do belong. 

So that it is impossible to use one set as a basis of attack 
upon the other except in the case of definition. Clearly, 
then, it is the easiest of all things to demolish a definition, 
while to establish one is the hardest. For there one both 
has to establish all those other points by reasoning (i, e. that 
the attributes stated belong, and that the genus rendered is ae 
the true genus, and that the formula is peculiar to the 
term), and moreover, besides this, that the formula indicates 
the essence of the thing ; and this has to be done correctly. 

Of the rest, the property is most nearly of this kind : for 
it is easier to demolish, because as a rule it contains several 
terms ; while it is the hardest to establish, both because of tg 
the number of things that people must be brought to accept, 
and, besides this, because it belongs to its subject alone and 
is predicated convertibly with its subject. 

The easiest thing of all to establish is an accidental 
predicate : for in other cases one has to show not only that 
the predicate belongs, but also that it belongs in such and 
such a particular way ; whereas in the case of the accident 30 
it is enough to show merely that it belongs. On the other 
hand, an accidental predicate is the hardest thing to over- 
throw, because it affords the least material : for in stating 
an accident a man does not add how the predicate belongs ; 
and accordingly, while in other cases it is possible to 
demolish what is said in two ways, by showing either that 
the predicate does not belong, or that it does not belong in 
the particular way stated, in the case of an accidental predi- 35 
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cate the only way to demolish it is to show that it does not 
belong at all. 

The commonplace arguments through which we shall be 
well supplied with lines of argument with r^ard to our 
several problems have now been enumerated at about 
sufficient length. 
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I Next there fall to be discussed the problems of arrange- 
ment and method in putting questions. Any one who 
intends to frame questions must, first of all, select the 
ground from which he should make his attack ; secondly, 5 
he must frame them and arrange them one by one to him- 
self; thirdly and lastly, he must proceed actually to put 
them to the other party. Now so far as the selection of his 
ground is concerned the problem is one alike for the philo- 
sopher and the dialectician ; but how to go on to arrange 
his points and frame his questions concerns the dialectician 
only : for in every problem of that kind a reference to ra 
another party is involved. Not so with the philosopher, 
and the man who is investigating by himself: the premisses 
of his reasoning, although true and familiar, may te refused 
by the answerer because they lie too near the original state- 
ment and so he foresees what will follow if he grants them : 
but for this the philosopher does not care. Nay, he may 
possibly be even anxious to secure axioms as familiar and . 
as near to the question in hand as possible : for these are tf 
the bases on which scientific reasonings are built up. 

The sources from which one’s commonplace arguments 
should be drawn have already been described:' we have 
now to discuss the arrangement and formation of questions 
and first to distinguish the premisses, other than the necessary 
premisses, which have to be adopted. By necessary pre- 
misses are meant those through which the actual reasoning «o 
is constructed. Those which are secured other than these 
are of four kinds ; they serve either inductively to secure the 
universal premiss being granted, or to lend weight to the 
argument, or to conceal the conclusion, or to render the argu- 
ment more clear, Beside these there is no other premiss 
which need be secured : these arc the ones whereby you if 

> np. il-vll. 
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should try to multiply and formulate your questions. Those 
which are used to conceal the conclusion serve a contro- 
versial purpose only; but inasmuch as an undertaking ot 
this sort is always conducted against another person, we 
are obliged to employ them as well. 

The necessary premisses through which the reasoning is 
30 effected, ought not to be propounded directly in so many 
words.^ Rather one should soar as far aloof from them as 
possible. Thus if one desires to secure an admission that 
the knowledge of contraries is one, one should ask him to 
admit it not of contraries, but of opposites : for, if he grants 
this, one will then argue that the knowledge of contraries is 
also the same, seeing that contraries are opposites ; if he 
does not, one should secure the admission by induction, by 
formulating a proposition to that effect in the case of some 
35 particular pair of contraries. For one must secure the 
necessary premisses either by reasoning or by induction, or 
else partly by one and partly by the other, although any 
propositions which are too obvious to be denied may be 
formulated in so many words. This is because the coming 
156* conclusion is less easily discerned at the greater distance 
and in the process of induction, while at the same time, 
even if one cannot reach the required premisses in this way, 
it is still open to one to formulate them in so many words. 
The premisses, other than these, that were mentioned above,® 
must be secured with a view to the latter. The way to 
employ them respectively is as follows : Induction should 
5 proceed from individual cases to the universal and from the 
known to the unknown ; and the objects of perception are 
better known, to most people if not invariably. Conceal- 
ment of one’s plan is obtained by securing through pro- 
syllogisms the premisses through which the proof of the 
original proposition is going to be constructed — and as 
many of them as possible. This is likely to be effected 
by making syllogisms to prove not only the necessary 
10 premisses but also some of those which are required to 
establish them. Moreover, do not state the conclusions of 

' 155^30. Read cvdut avTos npoTOTcov, with A, B, and Waiu. 
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these premisses but draw them later one after another ; for 
this is likely to keep the answerer at the greatest possible 
distance from the original proposition. Speaking generally, 
a man who desires to get information by a concealed method 
should so put his questions that when he has put his whole 
argument and has stated the conclusion, people still ask 15 
* Well, but why is that ? ’ This result will be secured best 
of all by the method above described : for if one states only 
the final conclusion, it is unclear how it comes about ; for 
the answerer does not foresee on what grounds it is based, 
because the previous syllogisms have not been made articu- 
late to him : while the final syllogism, showing the con- *0 
elusion, is likely to be kept least articulate if we lay down 
not the secured propositions on which it is based, but only 
the grounds on which we reason to them. 

It is a useful rule, too, not to secure the admissions claimed 
as the bases of the syllogisms in their proper order, but 
alternately those that conduce to one conclusion and those 
that conduce to another ; for, if those which go together *5 
are set side by side, the conclusion that will result from 
them is more obvious in advance. 

One should also, wherever possible, secure the universal 
premiss by a definition relating not to the precise terms 
themselves but to their co-ordinates; for people deceive 
themselves, whenever the definition is taken in regard to 
a co-ordinate, into thinking that they are not making the 30 
admission universally. An instance would be, supposing 
one had to secure the admission that the angry man desires 
vengeance on account of an apparent slight, and were to 
secure this, that ‘ anger ’ is a desire for vengeance on account 
of an apparent slight ; for, clearly, if this were secured, we 
should have universally what we intend. If, on the other 
hand, people formulate propositions relating to the actual 
terms themselves, they often find that the answerer refuses 35 
to grant them because on the actual term itself he is readier 
with his objection, e. g. that the ‘ angry man ’ does not desire 
vengeance, because we become angry with our parents, but 
we do not desire vengeance on them. Very likely the 
objection is not valid ; for upon some people it is vengeance 
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156” enough to cause them pain and make them sorry ; but still 
it gives a certain plausibility and air of reasonableness to 
the denial of the proposition. In the case, however, of the 
definition of ‘ anger ’ it is not so easy to find an objection. 

Moreover, formulate your proposition as though you did 
so not for its own sake, but in order to get at something 
5 else : for people are shy of granting what an opponent's case 
really requires. Speaking generally, a questioner should 
leave it as far as possible doubtful whether he wishes to 
secure an admission of his proposition or of its opposite : for 
if it be uncertain what their opponent’s argument requires, 
people are more ready to say what they themselves think. 
10 Moreover, tiy to secure admissions by means of likeness : 
for such admissions are plausible, and the universal involved 
is less patent ; e. g. make the other person admit that as 
knowledge and ignorance of contraries is the same, so too 
perception of contraries is the same ; or vice versa, that since 
the perception is the same, so is the knowledge also. This 
argument resembles induction, but is not the same thing; 
15 for in induction it is the universal whose admission is secured 
from the particulars, whereas in arguments from likeness, 
what is secured is not the universal under which all the like 
cases fall. 

It is a good rule also, occasionally to bring an objection 
against oneself : for answerers are put off their guard against 
30 those who appear to be arguing impartially. It is useful 
too, to add that ' So and so is generally'held or commonly 
said ’ ; for people are shy of upsetting the received opinion 
unless they have some positive objection to urge : and at 
the same time they are cautious about upsetting such things 
because they themselves too find them useful. Moreover, 
do not be insistent, even though you really require the point : 
as for insistence always arouses the more opposition. Further, 
formulate your premiss as though it were a 'mere illustration : 
for people admit the more readily a proposition made to 
serve some other purpose, and not required on its own 
account. Moreover, do not formulate the very proposition 
you need to secure, but rather something from which that 
necessarily follows : for people are more willing to admit 
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the latter, because it is not so ciear from this what the result 
will be, and if the one has been secured, the other has been 
secured also. Again, one should put last the point which 3<» 
one most wishes to have conceded ; for people are specially 
inclined to deny the first questions put to them, because 
most people in asking questions put first the points which 
they are most eager to secure. On the other hand, in dealing 
with some people propositions of this sort should be put 
forward first : for ill-tempered men admit most readily what 
comes first, unless the conclusion that will result actually 33 
stares them in the face, while at the close of an aigument 
they show their ill-temper. Likewise also with those who 
consider themselves smart at answering; for when they 
have admitted most of wh:it you want they finally talk 
clap-trap to the effect that the conclusion docs not follow 
from their admissions : yet they say * Yes ’ readily, confident 
in their own character, and imagining that they cannot suffer 
any leveise. Moreover, it is well to expand the argument JSJ* 
and insert things that it does not require at all, as do those 
who draw false geometrical figiues : for in the multitude of 
details the whereabouts of the fallacy is obscured. For 
this reason also a questioner sometimes evades ob.ser^'ation 
as he adds in a corner what, if he formulated it by itself, 5 
would not be granted. 

For concealment, then, the rules which should be followed 
are the above. Ornament is attained by induction and 
distinction of things closely akin. What sort of process 
induction is is obvious : as for distinction, an instance of the 
kind of thing meant is the distinction of one form of 
knowledge as better than another by being either more 
accurate, or concerned with better objects ; or the distinction 
of sciences into speculative, practical, and productive- For 
everything of this kind lends additional ornament to the 
argument, though there is no necessity to say them, so far 
as the conclusion goes. 

For clearness, examples and comparisons should be 
adduced, and let the illustrations be relevant and drawn from tg 
things that we know, as in Homer and not as in Choerilus ; 
for then the proposition is likely to become dearer. 
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In dialectics, syllogism should be employed in reasoning a 
ao against dialecticians rather than against the crowd : induction, 
on the other hand, is most useful against the crowd. This 
point ^ has been treated previously as well.* In induction, 
it is possible in some cases to ask the question in its universal 
form, but in others this is not easy, because there is no 
established general term that covers all the resemblances : 
in this case, when people need to secure the universal, they 
use the phrase ‘ in all cases of this sort ’. But it is one of 
2s the very hardest things to distinguish which of the things 
adduced are ' of this sort ’, and which are not : and in this 
connexion people often throw dust in each others’ eyes in 
their discussion, the one party asserting the likeness of things 
that are not alike, and the other disputing the likeness of 
things that are. One ought, therefore, to try oneself to coin 
30 a word to cover all things of the given sort, so as to leave 
no opportunity either to the answerer to dispute, and say 
that the thing advanced does not answer to a like description, 
or to the questioner to suggest falsely that it does answer to 
a like description, for many things appear to answer to like 
descriptions that do not really do so. 

If one has made an induction on the strength of several 
cases and yet the answerer refuses to grant the universal 
35 proposition, then it is fair to demand his objection. But 
until one has oneself stated in what cases it is so, it is not 
fair to demand that he shall say in what cases it is not so : 
for one should make the induction first, and then demand 
the objection. One ought, moreover, to claim that the 
objections should not be brought in reference to the actual 
subject of the proposition, unless that subject happen to be 
the one and only thing of the kind, as for instance two is 
157*> the one prime number among the even numbers ; for, 
unless he can say that this subject is unique of its kind, the 
objector ought to make his objection in regard to some 
other. People sometimes object to a universal proposition, 
and bring their objection not in regard to the thing itself, 
but in regard to some homonym of it : thus they argue 
5 that a man can very well have a colour or a foot or a hand 

* 157*21. Read urc/i rcOTov, with B, C, and Waltz. * 105*16. 
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other thaa his own, for a painter may have a colour that is 
not his own, and a cook may have a foot that is not his 
own. To meet them, therefore, you should draw the dis- 
tinction before putting your question in such cases : for so 
long as the ambiguity remains undetected, so loi^ will the 
objection to the proposition be deemed valid. If, however, 
he checks the series of questions by an objectioil in regard 
not to some homonym, but to the actual thing asserted, 
the questioner should withdraw the point objected to, and lo 
form the remainder into a universal proposition, until he 
secures what he requires ; e. g. in the case of forgetfulness 
and having forgotten ; for people refuse to admit that the 
man who has lost his knowledge of a thing has forgotten it, 
because if the thing alters, he has lost knowledge of it, but 
he has not forgotten it. Accordingly the thing to do is to 
withdraw the part objected to, and assert the remainder, is 
e. g. that if a person have lost knowledge of a thing while 
it still remains, he then has forgotten it. One should 
similarly treat those who object to the statement that ‘ the 
greater the good, the greater the evil that is its opposite’ . 
for they allege that health, which is a less good thing than 
vigour, has a greater evil as its opposite : for disease is a 
greater evil than debility. In this case too, therefore, we lo 
have to withdraw the point objected to ; for when it has 
been withdrawn, the man is more likely to admit the pro- 
position, e. g. that ■ the greater good has the greater evil 
as its opposite, unless the one good involves the other 
as well as vigour involves health. This should be done 
not only when he formulates an objection, but also if, 
without so doing, he refuses to admit the point because as 
he foresees something of the kind: for if the point ob- 
jected to be withdrawn, he will be forced to admit the 
proposition because he cannot foresee in the rest of it 
any case where it does not hold true: if he refuse to 
admit it, then when asked for an objection he certainly will 
be unable to render one. Propositions that are partly false 
and partly true are of this type : for in the case of these it 30 
is possible by withdrawing a part to leave the rest true. 

If, however, you formulate the proposition on the strength 
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of many cases and he has no objection to bring, you may 
claim that he shall admit it: for a premiss is valid in 
dialectics which thus holds in several instances and to 
which no objection is forthcoming. 

Whenever it is possible to reason to the same conclusion 
35 either through or without a redmtio per impossibile, if one 
is demonstrating and not arguing dialectically it makes no 
difference which method of reasoning be adopted, but in 
argument with another reasoning per impossibile should be 
avoided. For where one has reasoned without the reductio 
per impossibile, no dispute can arise ; if, on the other hand, 
one does reason to an impossible conclusion, unless its 
158 * falsehood is too plainly manifest, people deny that it is 
impossible, so that the questioners do not get what they 
want. 

One should put forward all propositions that hold true of 
several cases, and to which either no objection whatever 
appears or at least not any on the surface : for when people 
5 cannot see any case in which it is not so, they admit it for 
true. 

The conclusion should not be put in the form of a 
question ; if it be, and the man shakes his head, it looks as 
if the reasoning had failed. For often, even if it be not put 
as a question but advanced as a consequence, people deny 
10 it, and then those who do not see that it follows * upon the 
previous admissions do not realize that those who deny it 
have been refuted : when, then, the one man merely asks it 
as a question without even saying that it so follows, and 
the other denies it, it looks altogether as if the reasoning 
had failed. 

Not every universal question can form a dialectical pro- 
i!i position as ordinarily understood, e. g. ‘What is man?’ or 
‘ How many meanings has “ the good ” ? ’ For a dialectical 
premiss .must be of a form to which it is possible to reply 
‘ Yes’ or ‘ No', whereas to the aforesaid it is not possible. 
For this reason questions of this kind are not dialectical 
unless the questioner himself draws distinctions or divisions 
before expressing them, e. g. ‘ Good means this, or this, 
‘ 158*11, Read ori irvfijSaii/ci with Waits. 
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does it not? ’ For questions of this sort are easily answered ao 
by a Yes or a No. Hence one should endeavour to 
formulate propositions of this kind in this form. It is at the 
same time also perhaps fair to ask the other man how many 
meanings of ‘ the good ’ there are, whenever you have your- 
self distinguished and formulated them, and he will not 
admit them at all. 

Any one who keeps on asking one thing for a long time *5 
is a bad inquirer. For if he does so though the person 
questioned keeps on answering the questions, clearly he 
asks a large number of questions, or else asks the same 
question a large number of times; in the one case he 
merely babbles, in the other he fails to reason : for reason- 
ing always consists of a small number of premisses. If, on 
the other hand, he does it because the person questioned 
does not answer the questions, he is at fault in not taking 
him to task or breaking off the discussion. 30 

3 There are certain hypotheses upon which it is at once 
difficult to bring, and easy to stand up to, an argument 
Such (e.g.) are those things which stand first and those 
which stand last in the order of nature. For the former 
require definition, while the latter have to be arrived at 
through many steps if one wishes to secure a continuous 
proof from first principles, or else all discussion about them 31; 
wears the air of mere sophistry ; for to prove anything is 
impossible unless one begins with the appropriate principles, 
and connects inference with inference till the last are reached. 

Now to define first principles is just what answerers do not 
care to do, nor do they pay any attention if the questioner 
makes a definition : and yet until it is clear what it is that 
is proposed, it is not easy to discuss it. This sort of thing 158'’ 
happens particularly in the case of the first principles : for 
while the other propositions are shown through these, these 
cannot be shown through anything else ; we [are obliged to 
understand every item of that sort by a definition. 

The inferences, too, that lie too close to the first principle 3 
are hard to treat in argument : for it is not possible to bring 
many arguments in regard to them, because of the small 
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number of those steps, between the conclusion and the 
principle, whereby the succeeding propositions have to be 
shown. The hardest, however, of all definitions to treat in 
argument are those that employ terms about which, in the 
10 first place, it is uncertain whether they are used in one 
sense or several, and, further, whether they are used literally 
or metaphorically by the definer. For because of their 
obscurity, it is impossible to argue upon such terms ; and 
because of the impossibility of saying whether this obscurity 
is due to their being used metaphorically, it is impossible 
IS to refute them. 

In general, it is safe to suppose that, whenever any 
problem proves intractable, it either needs definition or else 
bears either several senses, or a metaphorical sense, or it is 
not far removed from the first principles ; or else the reason 
is that we have yet to discover in the first place just this— 
so in which of the aforesaid directions the source of our 
difficulty lies; when we have made this clear, then ob- 
viously our business must be either to define or to distin- 
guish, or to supply the intermediate premisses: for it is 
through these that the final conclusions are shown. 

It often happens that a difficulty is found in discussing 
as or arguing a given position because the definition has not 
been correctly rendered : e. g. ‘ Has one thing one contrary 
or many?’: here when the term ‘contraries’ has been 
properly defined, it is easy to bring people to see whether 
it is possible for the same thing to have several contraries 
or not : in the same way also with other terms requiring 
definition. It appears also in mathematics that the difficulty 
30 in using a figure is sometimes due to a defect in definition ; 
e. g. in proving that the line which cuts the plane parallel 
to one side ^ divides similarly both the line which it cuts 
and the area ; whereas if the definition be given, the fact 
asserted becdmes immediately clear: for the areas have 
the same fraction subtracted from them as have the sides : 
35 and this is the definition of ‘the same- ratio’. The 
most primary of the elementary principles are without 
exception very easy to show, if the definitions involved, 
' Sc. of a parallelogram. 
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e. g. the nature of a line or of a circle, be laid down ; only 
the arguments that can be brought in regard to each of 
them are not many, because there are not many intermediate 
steps. If, on the other hand, the definition of the starting- 
points be not laid down, to show tliem is difficult and may 
even prove quite impossible. The case of the significance 158* 
of verbal expressions is like that of these mathematical 
conceptions. 

One may be sure then, whenever a position is hard to 
discuss, that one or other of the aforesaid things has 
happened to it. Whenever, on the other hand, it is a 
harder task to argue to the point claimed, i. e. the premiss, 5 
than to the resulting position, a doubt may arise whether 
such claims should be admitted or not : for if a man is 
going to refuse to admit it and claim that you shall argue 
to it as well, he will be giving the signal for a harder 
undertaking than was originally proposed : if, on the other 
hand, he grants it, he will be giving the original thesis 
credence on the strength of what is less credible than 
itself. If, then, it is essential not to enhance the difficulty 
of the problem, he had better grant it ; if, on the other «> 
hand, it be essential to reason through premisses that are 
better assured, he had better refuse. In other words, in 
serious inquiry he ought not to grant it, unless he be more 
sure about it than about the conclusion ; whereas in a dia- 
lectical exercise he may do so if he is merely satisfied of its 
truth. Clearly, then, the circumstances under which such 
admissions should be claimed are different for a mere 
questioner and for a serious teacher. 

4 As to the formulation, then, and arrangement of one’s 15 
questions, about enough has been said. 

With regard to the giving of answers, we must first 
define what is the business of a good answerer, as of a good 
questioner. The business of the questioner is so to develop 
the argument as to make the answerer utter the most 
extravagant paradoxes that necessarily follow because ofao 
his position : while that of the answerer is to make it 
appear that it is not he who is responsible for the absurdly 
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or paradox, but only his position : for one may, perhaps, 
distinguish between the mistake of. taking up a wrong 
position to start with, and that of not maintaining it 
properly, when once taken up. 

>5 Inasmuch as no rules are laid down for those who argue 5 
for the sake of training and of examination : — and the aim 
of those engaged in teaching or learning is quite different 
from that of those engaged in a competition ; as is the 
latter from that of those who discuss things together in 
the spirit of inquiry : for a learner should always state what 
he thinks : for no one is even trying to teach him what is 
3« false ; whereas in a competition the business of the questioner 
is to appear by all means to produce an effect upon the other, 
while that of the answerer is to appear unaffected by him ; 
on the other hand, in an assembly of disputants discussing 
in the spirit not of a competition but of an examination 
and inquiry, there are as yet no articulate rules about what 
S5 the answerer should aim at, and what kind of things he 
should and should not grant for the correct or incorrect 
defence of his position ; * — inasmuch, then, as we have no 
tradition bequeathed to us by others, let us try to say 
something upon the matter for ourselves. 

The thesis laid down by the answerer before facing the 
questioner’s argument is bound of necessity to be one 
that is either generally accepted or generally rejected 
or else is neither : and moreover is so accepted or re- 
*59** jected either absolutely or else with a restriction, e. g. by 
some given person, by the speaker or by some one else. 
The manner, however, of its acceptance or rejection, what- 
ever it be, makes no difference ; for the right way to answer, 
i. e. to admit or to refuse to admit what has been asked, 
will be the same in either case. If, then, the statement laid 
down by the answerer be generally rejected, the conclusion 
5 aimed at by the questioner is bound to be one generally 
accepted, whereas if the former be generally accepted, 
the latter is generally rejected: for the conclusion which 

' 1 5 9'^ 26-36. Put ov yap , . . T^y Biaiv in brackets, followed by 
a colon. 
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the que.stioner tiie.s to draw is always the opposite of the 
statement laid down. If, on the other hand, what is laid 
down is generally neither rejected nor accepted, the conclu- 
sion will be of the same type as well. Now since a man 
who reasons correctly demonstrates his proposed conclusion 
from premisses that are more generally accepted, and more 
familiar, it is clear that (i) where the view laid down by him 
is one that generally is absolutely rejected, the answerer lo 
ought not to grant either what is thus absolutely not 
accepted at all, or what is accepted indeed, but accepted 
less generally than the questioner’s conclusion. For if the 
statement laid down by the answerer be generally rejected, 
the conclusion aimed at by the questioner will be one that 
is generally accepted, so that the premisses secured by the 
questioner should all be views generally accepted, and more 
generally accepted than his proposed conclusion, if the less is 
familiar is to be inferred through the more faniiliar. Conse- 
quently, if any of the questions put to him be not of this 
character, the answerer should not grant them, (a) If, on 
the other hand, the statement laid down by the answerer be 
generally accepted without qualification, clearly the conclu- 
sion sought by the questioner will be one generally rejected 
without qualification. Accordingly, the answerer should admit 
all views that are generally accepted and, of those that are 
not generally accepted, all that are less generally rejected 
than the conclusion sought by the questioner. For then he 
will probably be thought to have argued sufficiently well. 

(3) Likewise, too, if the statement laid down by the answerer *0 
be neither rejected generally nor generally accepted; for then, 
too, anything that appears to be true should be granted, 
and, of the views not generally accepted, any that are more 
generally accepted than the questioner’s conclusion ; for in 
that case the result will be that the arguments will be more 
generally accepted. If, then, the view laid down by the 
answerer be one that is generally accepted or rejected 
without qualification, then the views that are accepted 
absolutely must be taken as the standard of comparison : 15 
whereas if the view laid down be one that is not generally 
accepted or rejected, but only by the answerer, then the 
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standard whereby the latter must judge what is generally 
accepted or not, and must grant or refuse to grant the point 
asked, is himself.' If, again, the answerer be defending some 
one else’s opinion, then clearly it will be the latter’s judge- 
ment to which he must have regard in granting or denying 
the various points. This is why those, too, who introduce 
30 other’s opinions, e. g. that ' good and evil are the same thing ’, 
as Heraclitus says,* refuse to admit the impossibility of con- 
traries belonging at the same time to the same thing ; not 
because they do not themselves * believe this, but because 
on Heraclitus’ principles one has to say so. The same 
thing is done also by those who take on the defence of 
35 one another’s positions ; their aim being to speak as would 
the man who stated the position. 

It is clear, then, what the aims of the answerer should be, 6 
whether the position he lays down be a view generally 
accepted without qualification or accepted by some definite 
person. Now every question asked is bound to involve 
some view that is either generally held or generally rejected 
or neither, and is also bound to be either relevant to the 
argument or irrelevant : if then it be a view generally 
160* accepted and irrelevant, the answerer should grant it and 
remark that it is the accepted view: if it be a view not 
generally accepted and irrelevant, he should grant it but 
add a comment that it is not generally accepted, in order 
to avoid the appearance of being a simpleton. If it be 
relevant and also be generally accepted, he should admit 
that it is the view generally accepted but say that it lies too 
S close to the original proposition, and that if it be granted 
the problem proposed collapses. If what is claimed by the 
questioner be relevant but too generally rejected, the 
answerer, while admitting that if it be granted the conclu- 
sion sought follows, should yet protest that the proposition 
is too absurd to be admitted. Suppose, again, it be a view 
that is neither rejected generally nor generally accepted, 
then, if it be irrelevant to the argument, it may be granted 
10 without restriction ; if, however, it be relevant, the answerer 
* 159’' 27. ReadaimSp. ’ Ftr. 58, 102 Diels. • i59'>32. Read ow-oir. 
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should add the comment that, if it be granted, the original 
problem collapses. For then the answerer will not be held 
to be personally accountable for what happens to him, if he 
grants the several points with his eyes open, and also the 
questioner will be able to draw his inference, seeing that all 
the premisses that are more generally accepted than the 
conclusion are granted him. Those who try to draw an 
inference from premisses more generally rejected than the 15 
conclusion clearly do not reason correctly: hence, when 
men ask these things, they ought not to be granted. 

7 The questioner should be met in a like manner also in 
the case of terms used obscurely, i. e. in several senses. 

For the answerer, if he does not understand, is always 
permitted to say ‘ I do not understand ’ : he is not compelled 
to reply ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to a question which may mean 10 
different things. Clearly, then, in the first place, if what 
is said be not clear, he ought not to hesitate to say that he 
does not understand it ; for often people encounter some 
difficulty from assenting to questions that are not clearly put. 

If he understands the question and yet it covers many senses, 
then supposing what it says to be universally true or false, >5 
he should give it an unqualified assent or denial : if, on the 
other hand, it be partly true and partly false, he should 
add a comment that it bears different senses, and also 
that in one it is true, in the other false : for if he leave 
this distinction till later, it becomes uncertain whether 
originally as well he perceived the ambiguity or not. 

If he does not foresee the ambiguity, but assents to the 
question having in view the one sense of the words, then, 30 
if the questioner takes it in the other sense, he should say, 

‘That was not what I had in view when I admitted it; 

I meant the other sense ’ : for if a term or expression covers 
more than one thing, it is easy to disagree. If, however, 
the question is both clear and simple, he should answer 
either ‘Yes’ or ‘ No’. 


8 A premiss in reasoning always either is one of the con- 33 
stituent elements in the reasoning, or else goes to establish 
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one of these : ('and you can always tell when it is secured in 
order to establish something else by the fact of a number of 
similar questions being put : for as a rule people secure their 
universal by means either of induction or of likeness) ; — 
accordingly the particular propositions should all be ad- 
160** mitted, if they arc true and generally held. On the other 
hand, against the universal one should try to bring some 
negative instance ; for to bring the argument to a standstill 
without a negative instance, either real or apparent, shows 
ill-temper. If, then, a man refuses to grant the universal 
when supported * by many instances, although he has no 
negative instance to show, he obviously shows ill-temper. 

5 If, moreover, he cannot even attempt a counter-proof that 
it is not true, far more likely is he to be thought ill-tempered 
— although even counter-proof is not enough : for we often 
hear arguments that are contrary to common opinions, whose 
solution is yet difficult, e. g. the argument of Zeno ® that it 
is impossible to move or to traverse the stadium but still, 
this is no reason for omitting to assert the opposites of these 
reviews. If, then, a man refuses to admit the proposition 
without having either a negative instance or some counter- 
argument to bring against it, clearly he is ill-tempered : for 
ill-temper in argument consists in answering in ways other 
than the above, so as to wreck the reasoning. 

Before maintaining cither a thesis or a definition the .. 
answerer should try his hand at attacking it by himself; 
IS for clearly his business is to oppose those positions from 
which questioners demolish what he has laid down. 

He should beware of maintaining a hypothesis that is 
generally rejected : and this it may be in two ways ; for it 
may be one which results in absurd statements, c. g. suppose 
any one were to say that everything is in motion or that 
nothing is ; and also there are all those which only a bad 
ao character would choose, and which are implicitly opposed to 
men’s wishes, c. g. that pleasure is the good, and that to do 

* 160* 36-7. Begin parenthesis at !ii)Knv , . . , and substitute colon for 
bracket after (iiotuv. ' 160'’ 3. Read tfiaivuittvov. 

’ 160’’ 8. Read ifaddTrtp To» Zijiiwor, Cf./’/y'j. 233*^21-31, 239'’9"'4- 
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injustice is better than to suffer it. For people then hate 
him, supposing him to maintain them not for the sake of 
argument but because he really thinks them. 

lo Of all arguments that reason to a false conclusion the 
right solution is to demolish the point on which the fallacy 
that occurs depends: for the demolition of any random 
point ' is no .solution, even though the point demoli.shed be »s 
false. For the argument may contain many falsehoods, 
e. g. suppose some one to secure the premisses, ‘ He who 
sits, writes’ and ‘Socrates is sitting’: for from these it 
follows that ‘ Socrates is writing’. Now we may demolish 
the proposition ‘ Socrates is sitting and still be no hearer 
a solution of the argument ; it may be true that the point 
claimed is false ; but it is not on that that the fallacy of the 30 
argument depends: for supposing that any one should 
happen to be sitting and not writing, it would be impossible 
in such a case to apply the same solution. Accordingly, it 
is not this that needs to be demolished, but rather that 
‘ He who sits, writes ’ : for he who sits does not always 
write. He, then, who has demolished the point on which 
the fallacy depends, has given the solution of the argument 
completely. Any one who knows that it is on such and 
such a point that the argument depends, knows the solution 35 
of it, just as in the case of a figure falsely drawn. For it is 
not enough to object, even if the point demolished be a 
falsehood, but the reason of the fallacy should also be 
proved : for then it would be clear whether the man makes 
his objection with His eyes open or not. 

There are four possible ways of preventing a man from i6l* 
working his argument to a conclusion. It can be done either 
by demolishing the point on which the falsehood that comes 
about depends, or by stating an objection directed against 
the questioner : for often when a solution has not as a matter 
of fact been brought, yet the questioner is rendered thereby 
unable to pursue the argument any farther. Thirdly, one 
may object to the questions asked : for it may happen that $ 
what the questioner wants does not follow from the ques- 
‘ i6o*> 24. Read 6 before iStioDv. 
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tions he has asked because he has asked them badly, whereas 
if something additional be granted the conclusion comes 
about. If, then, the questioner be unable to pursue his 
argument farther, the objection ^ would properly be directed 
against the questioner ; if he can do so, then it would be 
against his questions. The fourth and worst kind of objec- 
10 tion is that which is directed to the time allowed for dis- 
cussion : for some people bring objections of a kind which 
would take longer to answer than the length of the discussion 
in hand. 

There are then, as we said, four ways of making objec- 
tions : but of them the first alone is a solution : the others 
15 are just hindrances and stumbling-blocks to prevent the 
conclusions. 

Adverse criticism of an argument on its own merits, and li 
of it when presented in the form of questions, are two 
different things. For often the failure to carry through the 
argument correctly in discussion is due to the person ques- 
tioned, because he will not grant the steps of which a correct 
argument might have been made against his position : for it 
ap is not in the power of the one side only to effect properly 
a result that depends on both alike. Accordingly it some- 
times becomes necessary to attack the speaker and not his 
position, when the answerer lies in wait for the points that 
are contrary to the questioner and becomes abusive as well : 
when people lose their tempers in this way, their argument 
becomes a contest, not a discussion. Moreover, since argu- 
as ments of this kind are held not for the sake of instruction 
but for purposes of practice and examination, clearly one 
has to reason not only to true conclusions, but also to false 
ones, and not always through true premisses, but sometimes 
through false as well. For often, when a true proposition is 
put forward, the dialectician is compelled to demolish it: 
and then false propositions have to be formulated. Some- 
30 times also when a false proposition is put forward, it has to 
be demolished by means of false propositions: for it is 
possible for a given man to believe what is not the fact 
^ 161*9. Bead ciWTociT 
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more firmly than the truth. Accordingly, if the argument 
be made to depend on something that he holds, it will be 
easier to persuade or help him. He, however, who would 
rightly convert any one to a different opinion should do so 
in a dialectical and not in a contentious manner, just as 
a geometrician should reason geometrically, whether his 35 
conclusion be false or true: what kind of syllogisms are 
dialectical has already been said.^ The principle that a 
man who hinders the common business is a bad partner, 
clearly applies to an argument as well ; for in arguments 
as well there is a common aim in view, except with mere 
contestants, for these cannot both reach the same goal ; for 40 
more than one cannot possibly win. It makes no difference 161* 
whether he effects this as answerer or as questioner: for 
both he who asks contentious questions is a bad dialectician, 
and also he who in answering fails to grant the obvious 
answer or to understand the point of the questioner’s 5 
inquiry. What has been said, then, makes it clear that 
adverse criticism is not to be passed in a like strain upon 
the argument on its own merits, and upon the questioner : 
for it may veiy well be that the argument is bad, but that 
the questioner has argued with the answerer in the best 
possible way: for when men lose their tempers, it may 
perhaps be impossible to make one’s inferences straight- 
forwardly as one would wish : we have to do as we can. lo 

Inasmuch as it is indeterminate when people are claiming 
the admission of contrary things, and when they are claiming 
what originally they set out to prove — ^for often when they 
are talking by them.selves they say contrary things, and 
admit afterwards what they have previously denied; for 
which reason they often assent, when questioned, to contrary 
things and to what originally had to be proved — the argu- 13 
ment is sure to become vitiated. The responsibility, how- 
ever, for this rests with the answerer, because while refusing 
to grant other points, he does grant points of that kind. 

It is, then, clear that adverse criticism is not to be passed 
in a like manner upon questioners and upon their argu- 
ments. 

^ 100 * 23 . 
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In itself an argument is liable to five kinds of adverse 
criticism : 

ao (i) The first is when neither the proposed conclusion nor 
indeed any conclusion at all is drawn from the questions 
asked, and when most, if not all, of the premisses on which 
the conclusion rests are false or generally rejected, when, 
moreover, neither any withdrawals nor additions nor both 
together can bring the conclusions about, 
as (a) The second is, supposing the reasoning, though con- 
structed from the premisses, and in the manner, described 
above, were to be irrelevant to the original position. 

(3) The third is, supposing certain additions would bring 
an inference about but yet these additions were to be 
weaker than those that were put as questions, and less 
generally held than the conclusion. 

(4) Again, supposing certain withdrawals could effect the 
30 same: for sometimes people secure more premisses than 

are necessary, so that it is not through them that the infer- 
ence comes about. 

(5) Moreover, suppose the premisses be less generally held 
and less credible than the conclusion, or if, though true, they 
require more trouble to prove than the proposed view. 

One must not claim that the reasoning to a proposed view 
35 shall in every case equally be a view generally accepted and 
convincing : for it is a direct result of the nature of things 
that some subjects of inquiry shall be easier and some 
harder, so that if a man brings people to accept his point 
from opinions that are as generally received as the case 
admits, he has argued his case correctly. Clearly, then, 
not even the argument itself is open to the same adverse 
criticism when taken in relation to the proposed conclusion 
and when taken by itself. For there is nothing to prevent 
49 the argument being open to reproach in itself, and yet com- 
i6a“ mendable in relation to the proposed conclusion, or again, 
vice versa, being commendable in itself, and yet open to 
reproach in relation to the proposed conclusion, whenever 
there are many propositions both generally held and also 
true whereby it could easily be proved. It is possible also 
that an argument, even though brought to a conclusion, 
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may sometimes be worse than one which is not so con- 
cluded, whenever the premisses of the former are silly, 
while its conclusion is not so ; whereas the latter, though 
requiring certain additions, requires only such as are 
generally held and true, and moreover does not rest as 
an argument on these additions. With those which bring 
about a true conclusion by means of false premisses, it is 
not fair to find fault : for a false conclusion must of necessity 
always be reached from a false premiss, but a true conclusion 
may sometimes be drawn even from false premisses ; as is 
clear from the Analytics.' 

Whenever by the argument stated something is demon- 
strated, but that something is other than what is wanted and 
has no bearing whatever on the conclusion, then no inference 
as to the latter® can be drawn from it : and if there appears 
to be, it will be a sophism, not a proof. A philosopheme 
is a demonstrative inference : an epichircme is a dialectical 
inference : a sophism is a contentious inference : an aporeme 
is an inference that reasons dialectically to a contradiction. 

If something were to be shown from premisses, both of 
which are views generally accepted, but not accepted with 
like conviction, it may very well be that the conclusion shown 
is something held more strongly than either. If, on the other 
hand, general opinion be for the one and neither for nor 
against the other, or if it be for the one and against the other, 
then, if the pro and con be alike in the case of the premisses, 
they will be alike for the conclu.sion also : if, on the other hand, 
the one preponderates, the conclusion too will follow suit. 

It is also a fault in reasoning when a man shows some- 
thing through a long chain of steps, when he might employ 
fewer steps and those already included in his argument: 
suppo.se him to be .showing (e. g.) that one opinion is more 
properly so called than another, and suppose him to make 
his postulates as follows ; ‘ x-in-itsclf is more fully x than 
anything else ’ : ‘ there genuinely exists an object of opinion 
in itself’: therefore ‘the object-of-opinion-in-it.self is more 
fully an object of opinion than the particular objects of 
opinion’. Now ‘a relative term is more fully itself when 
’ A>i. Pr. ii. 2. * 162* 14. Read irtpi exciVov. 
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its correlate is more fully itself’ : and ‘ there exists a genuine 
30 opinion-in-itself, which will be “ opinion ” in a more accurate 
sense than the particular opinions ’ ; and it has been postu- 
lated both that ‘ a genuine opinion-in-itself exists and that 
‘ x-in-itself is more fully x than anything else ’ : therefore 
* this will be opinion in a more accurate^ sense’. Wherein 
lies the viciousness of the reasoning? Simply in that it 
conceals the ground on which the argument depends. 

35 An argument is clear in one, and that the most ordinary, 12 
sense, if it be so brought to a conclusion as to make no 
further questions necessary : in another sense, and this is 
the type most usually advanced, when the propositions 
x6a'’ secured are such as compel the conclusion, and the argument 
is concluded * through premisses that are themselves con- 
clusions; moreover, it is so also if some step is omitted 
that generally is firmly accepted. 

An argument is called fallacious in four senses : (1) when 
it appears to be brought to a conclusion, and is not really 
5 so — what is called ‘contentious’ reasoning; (2) when it 
comes to a conclusion but not to the conclusion proposed— 
which happens principally in the case of reductiones ad 
impossibile : (3) when it comes to the proposed conclusion 
but not according to the mode of inquiry appropriate to the 
case, as happens when a non-medical argument is taken to 
be a medical one, or one which is not geometrical for a 
10 geometrical argument, or one. which is not dialectical for 
dialectical, whether the result reached be true or false: 
(4) if the conclusion be reached through false premisses : 
of this type the conclusion is sometimes false, sometimes 
true: for while a false conclusion is always the result of 
false premisses, a true conclusion may be drawn even from 
15 premisses that are not true, as was said above as well.^ 
Fallacy in argument is due to a mistake of the arguer 
rather than of the argument : yet it is not always the fault 
of the arguer either, but only when he is not aware of it : 
for we often accept on its merits in preference to many true 

* 1 62“ 32. Read aCn; idfa axpi^ia-Tepa iarin, with best MSS. 

’ 162 ** 2. Read avuirtpaivofuvot. ’ * lo. 
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ones an argument which demolishes some true proposition,' 
if it does so from premisses as far as possible generally ao 
accepted. For an argument of that kind does demon.strate 
other things that are true: for one of the premisses laid 
down ought never to be there at all, and this will then be 
demonstrated. If, however, a true conclusion were to be 
reached through premisses that are false and utterly 
childish, the argument is worse than many arguments that 
lead to a false conclusion, though an argument which 
leads to a false conclusion may also be of this type. Clearly 
then the first thing to ask in regard to the argument in as 
itself is, ‘ Has it a conclusion?’; the second, ‘ Is the conclu- 
sion true or false?’; the third, ‘Of what kind of premisses 
does it consist ? ’ : for if the latter, though false, be generally 
accepted, the argument is dialectical, whereas if, though 
true, they be generally rejected, it is bad : if they be both 
false and also entirely contrary to general opinion, clearly 
it is bad, either altogether or else in relation to the particular 
matter in hand. 30 

13 Of the ways in which a questioner may beg the original 
question and also beg contraries the true account has been 
given in the Analytics : * but an account on the level of 
general opinion must be given now. 

People appear to beg their original question in five 
ways : the first and most obvious being if any one begs 35 
the actual point requiring to be shown : this is easily 
detected when put in so many words ; but it is more apt to 
escape detection in the case of different terms, or a term 
and an expression, that mean the same thing. A second 163* 
way occurs whenever any one begs universally something 
which he has to demonstrate in a particular case: sup- 
pose (e. g.) he were trying to prove that the knowledge 
of contraries is one and were to claim that the knowledge 
of opposites in general is one : for then he is generally 
thought to be begging, along with a number of other 
things, that which he ought to have shown by itself. A 
third way is if any one were to beg in particular cases s 
' i.e. a reduetio ad absurdum. * An. Pr. ii. 16. 
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what he undertakes to show universally : e. g. if he under- 
took to show that the knowledge of contraries is always 
one, and begged it of certain pairs of contraries: for he 
also is generally considered to be begging independently 
and by itself what, together with a number of other things, 
he ought to have shown. Again, a man begs the question 
if he begs his conclusion piecemeal : supposing e. g. that he 
had to show that medicine is a science of what leads to 
10 health and to disease, and were to claim first the one, then 
the other ; or, fifthly, if he were to beg the one or the other 
of a pair of statements that necessarily involve one other ; 
e. g. if he had to show that the diagonal is incommensur- 
able with the side, and were to beg that the side is 
incommensurable with the diagonal. 

The ways in which people assume contraries are equal in 
number to those in which they beg their original question. 
*5 For it would happen, firstly, if any one were to beg an 
opposite affirmation and negation ; secondly, if he were to 
beg the contrary terms of an antithesis, e. g. that the same 
thing is good and evil ; thirdly, suppose aijy one were to 
claim something universally and then proceed to beg its 
contradictory in some particular case, e. g. if having secured 
that the knowledge of contraries is one, he were to claim 
that the knowledge of what makes for health or for disease is 
so different ; or, fourthly, suppose him, after postulating the 
latter view, to try to secure universally the contradictory 
statement. Again, fifthly, suppose a man begs the contrary 
of the conclusion which necessarily comes about through the 
premisses laid down ; and this would happen suppose, even 
without begging the opposites in so many words, he were 
to beg two premisses such that this contradictory statement 
that is opposite to the first conclusion will follow from 
them. The securing of contraries differs from begging 
as the original question in this way : in the latter case the 
mistake lies in regard to the conclusion; for it is by a 
glance at the conclusion that we tell that the original 
question has been begged : whereas contrary views lie in the 
premisses, viz. in a certain relation which they bear to one 
another. 
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14 The best way to secure training and practice in arguments 
of this kind is in the first place to get into the habit ofa® 
converting the arguments. For in this way we shall be 
better equipped for dealing with the proposition stated, and 
after a few attempts we shall know several arguments by 
heart. For by ‘ conversion ' of an argument is meant the 
taking the reverse of the conclusion together with the 
remaining propositions asked and so demolishing one of 
those that were conceded : for it follows necessarily that 
if the conclusion be untrue, some one of the premisses is 33 
demolished, seeing that, given all the premisses, the conclu- 
sion was bound to follow. Always, in dealing with any 
proposition, be on the look-out for a line of argument both 
pro and con ; and on discovering it at once set about looking 168* 
for the solution of it : for in this way you will soon find 
that you have trained yourself at the same time in both 
asking questions and answering them. If we cannot find 
any one else to argue with, we should argue with ourselves. 
Select, moreover, arguments relating to the same thesis* 
and range them side by side : for this produces a plentiful 5 
supply of arguments for carrying a point by sheer force, 
and in refutation also it is of great service, whenever one is 
well stocked with arguments pro and con : for then you 
find yourself on your guard against contrary statements to 
the one you wish to secure. Moreover, as contributing to 
knowledge and to philosophic wisdom the power of discern- 
ing and holding in one view the results of either of two 10 
hypotheses is no mean instrument ; for it then only remains 
to make a right choice of one of them. For a task of this 
kind a certain natural ability is required : in fact real 
natural ability just is the power rightly to choose the true 
and shun the false. Men of natural ability can do this ; for 
by a right liking or disliking for whatever is proposed to 
them they rightly select what is best. 

It is best to know by heart arguments upon those 
questions which are of most frequent occurrence, and par- 
ticularly in regard to those propositions which are ultimate ; 
for in discussing these answerers frequently give up in despair. 

* 163^4-5. Read (xXtyoyTa irpor Tijv avTfii 
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ao Moreover, get a good stock of definitions : and have those 
of familiar and primary ideas at your fingers’ ends : for it is 
through these that reasonings are effected. You should try, 
moreover, to master the heads under which other arguments 
mostly tend to fall. For just as in geometry it is useful to 
be practised in the elements, and in arithmetic to have the 
as multiplication table up to ten at one’s fingers’ ends — and 
indeed it makes a great ^ difference in one’s knowledge of 
the multiples of other numbers too — likewise also in argu- 
ments it is a great advantage to be well up in regard to 
first principles, and to have a thorough knowledge of 
premisses at the tip of one’s tongue. For just as in a 
person with a trained memory, a memory of things them- 
30 selves is immediately caused by the mere mention of their 
loci, so these habits too will make a man readier in reason- 
ing, because he has his premisses classified before his mind’s 
eye, each under its number. It is better to commit to 
memory a premiss of general application than an argument : 
for it is difficult to be even moderately ready With a first 
principle, or hypothesis. 

Moreover, you should get into the habit of turning one 
33 argument into several, and conceal your procedure as darkly 
as you can : this kind of effect is best produced by keeping 
as far as possible away from topics akin to the subject of 
the argument. This can be done with arguments that are 
164* entirely universal, e. g. the statement that ‘ there cannot be 
one knowledge of more than one thing ’ : for that is the case 
with both relative terms and contraries and co-ordinates. 

Records of discussions should be made in a universal 
form, even though one has argued only some particular 
5 case : for this will enable one to turn a single rule into 
several. A like rule applies in Rhetoric as well to enthy- 
memes. For yourself, however, you should as far as possible 
avoid universalizing your reasonings. You should, more- 
over, always examine arguments to see whether they rest on 
principles of general application : for all particular arguments 
really reason universally, as well, i. e. a particular demonstra- 
10 tion always contains a universal demonstration, because it 
is impossible to reason at all without using universals.* 

^ 163^25. Read cpKeiv, Kol /uyo 
’ Read in 164*11 rav mtfoXov. 
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You should display your training in inductive reasoning 
against a young man, in deductive against an expert. You 
should try, moreover, to secure from those skilled in deduc- 
tion their premisses, from inductive reasoners their parallel 'S 
cases ; for this is the thing * in which they are respectively 
trained. In general, too, from your exercises in argumenta- 
tion you should try to carry away either a syllogism on 
some subject or a refutation or a proposition or an objection, 
or whether some one put his question properly or improperly 
(whether it was yourself or some one else) and the point 
which made it the one or the other. For this is what gives 164’* 
one ability, and the whole object of training is to acquire 
ability, especially in regard to propositions and objections. 

For it is the skilled propounder and objector who is, speak- 
ing generally, a dialectician. To formulate a proposition 
is to form a number of things into one — for the conclusion 5 
to which the argument leads must be taken generally, as 
a single thing * — whereas to formulate an objection is to 
make one thing into many : for the objector either distin- 
guishes or demolishes, partly granting, partly denying the 
statements proposed. 

Do not argue with every one, nor practise upon the man 
in the street: for there are some people with whom any 
argument is bound to degenerate. For against any one 10 
who is ready to try all means in order to seem not to be 
beaten, it is indeed fair to try all means of bringing about 
one’s conclusion : but it is not good form. Wherefore the 
best rule is, not lightly to engage with casual acquaintances, 
or bad argument is sure to result. For you see how in 
practising together people cannot refrain from contentious 
argument. 

It is best also to have ready-made arguments relating to 
those questions in which a very small stock will furnish 
us with arguments serviceable on a very large number of 
occasions. These are those that are universal, and those in 
regard to which it is rather difficult to produce points for 
ourselves from matters of everyday experience. 

* Read in 164* i J cV roir^ 
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I Let us now discuss sophistic refutations, i.e, what appear m 
to be refutations but are really fallacies instead. We will 
begin in the natural order with the first. 

That some reasonings are genuine, while others seem to 
be so but are not, is evident. This happens with argu- 
ments, as also elsewhere, through a certain likeness between *s 
the genuine and the sham. For physically some people are 
in a vigorous condition, while others merely seem to be so by 164” 
blowing and rigging themselves out as the tribesmen do jo 
their victims for sacrifice ; and some people are beautiful 
thanks to their beauty, while others seem to be so, by dint of 
embellishing themselves. So it is, too, with inanimate things; 
for of these, too, some are really silver and others gold, while 
others are not and merely seem to be such to our sense ; e. g. 
things made of litharge and tin seem to be of silver, while 
those made of yellow metal look golden. In the same way 35 
both reasoning and refutation are sometimes genuine, some- 
times not, though inexperience may make them appear so: 
for inexperienced people obtain only, as it were, a distant 
view of these things. For reasoning rests on certain state- 16 ^ 
ments such that they involve necessarily the assertion of 
something other than what has been stated, through what has 
been stated : refutation is reasoning involving the contradic- 
tory of the given conclusion. Now some of them do not really 
acldeve this, though they seem to do so for a number of 
reasons ; and of these the most prolific and usual domain is 
the argument that turns upon names only. It is impossible 5 
in a discussion to bring in the actual things discussed : we 
use their names as symbols instead of them ; and therefore 
we suppose that what follows in the names, follows in the 
things as well, just as people who calculate suppose in 
regard to their counters. But the two cases (names and 10 
things) are not alike. For names are finite and so is the 
sum-total of formulae, while things are infinite in number. 
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Inevitably, then, the same formulae, and a single name, have 
a number of meanings. Accordingly just as, in counting, 
those who are not clever in manipulating their ojunters are 
*5 taken in by the experts, in the same way in arguments too 
those who are not well acquainted with the force of names 
misreason both in their own discussions and when they 
listen to others. For this reason, then, and for others to be 
mentioned later, there exists both reasoning and refutation 
that is apparent but not real. Now for some people it is 
ao better worth while to seem to be wise, than to be wise with- 
out seeming to be (for the art of the sophist is the sem- 
blance of wisdom without the reality, and the sophist is one 
who makes money from an apparent but unreal wisdom) ; 
for them, then, it is clearly essential also to seem to accom- 
plish the task of a wise man rather than to accomplish it 
without seeming to do so. To reduce it to a single point 
15 of contrast it is the business of one who knows a thing, 
himself to avoid fallacies in the subjects which he knows 
and to be able to show up the man who makes them ; and 
of these accomplishments the one depends on the faculty to 
render an answer, and the other upon the securing of one. 
Those, then, who would be sophists are bound to study the 
class of arguments aforesaid : for it is worth their while : 

30 for a faculty of this kind will make a man seem to be wise, 
and this is the purpose they happen to have in view. 

Clearly, then, there exists a class of arguments of this 
kind, and it is at this kind of ability that those aim whom 
we call sophists. Let us now go on to discuss how many 
kinds there are of sophistical arguments, and how many in 
(t number are the elements of which this faculty is composed, 
and how many branches there happen to be of this inquiry, 
and the other factors that contribute to this art. 

Of arguments in dialogue form there are four classes : 9 

Didactic, Dialectical, Examination-arguments, and Con- 
ies’* tentious arguments. Didactic arguments are those that 
reason from the principles appropriate to each subject and 
not from the opinions held by the answerer (for the learner 
should take things on trust) : dialectical arguments are 
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those that reason from premisses generally accepted, to the 
contradictory of a given thesis: examination-arguments 
are those that reason from premisses which are accepted by 5 
the answerer and which any one who pretends to possess 
knowledge of the subject is bound to know — in what 
manner, has been defined in another treatise : * contentious 
arguments are those that reason or appear to reason to a 
conclusion from premisses that appear to be generally 
accepted but are not so. The subject, then, of demonstra- 
tive arguments has been discussed in the Analytics^ while 
that of dialectic arguments and examination-arguments has 10 
been discussed elsewhere : * let us now proceed to speak of 
the arguments used in competitions and contests. 

3 First we must grasp the number of aims entertained by 
those who argue as competitors and rivals to the death. 
These are five in number, refutation, fallacy, paradox, sole- 
cism, and fifthly to reduce the opponent in the discussion 15 
to babbling— i.e. to constrain him to repeat himself a 
number of times: or it is to produce the appearance of 
each of these things without the reality. For they choose if 
possible plainly to refute the other party, or as t!ie second 
best to show that he is committing some fallacy, or as a 
third best to lead him into paradox, or fourthly to reduce 
him to solecism, i. e. to make the answerer, in consequence ao 
of the argument, to use an ungrammatical expression ; or, 
as a last resort, to make him repeat himself. 

4 There are two styles of refutation: for some depend 
on the language used, while some are independent of lan- 
g^ge. Those ways of producing the false appearance of an 95 
argument which depend on language are six in number : 
they are ambiguity, amphiboly, combination, division of 
words, accent, form of expression. Of this we may assure 
ourselves both by induction, and by syllogistic proof based 
on this — and it may be on other assumptions as well — 
that this is the number of ways in which we might fail 
to mean the same thing by the same names or expressions. 
Arguments such as the following depend upon ambigfuity. 30. 

‘ Top. viii, s. * Top. i-viii. 
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* Those learn who know : for it is those who know their 
• letters who learn the letters dictated to them.’ For to 
‘ learn ’ is ambiguous ; it signifies both ‘ to understand ’ by 
the use of knowledge, and also ‘ to acquire knotvledge 
Again, ‘ Evils are good : for what needs to be is good, and 
35 evils must needs be.' For ‘ what needs to be ’ has a double 
meaning : it means what is inevitable, as often is the ras<» 
with evils, too (for evil of some kind is inevitable), while on 
the other hand we say of good things as well that they 
‘ need to be ’. Moreover, ‘ The same man is both seated 
and standing and he is both sick and in health : for it is he 
who stood up who is standing, and he who is recovering 
i66' who is in health : but it is the seated man who stood up, 
and the sick man who was recovering.’ For ‘ The sick 
man does so and so ’, or ‘ has so and so done to him ’ is 
not single in meaning : sometimes it means ‘ the man who 
is sick or is seated now ’, sometimes ‘ the man who was sick 
formerly ’. Of course, the man who was recovering was 
5 the sick man, who really was sick at the time : but the man 
who is in health is not sick at the same time : he is ‘ the 
sick man ’ in the sense not that he is sick now, but that he 
was sick formerly. Examples such as the following 
depend upon amphiboly ; ‘ I wish that you the enemy may 
capture.’ Also the thesis, ‘ There must be knowledge of 
what one knows ’ : for it is possible by this phrase to mean 
that knowledge belongs to both the knower and the known. 
Also, ‘ There must be sight of what one sees : one sees the 
10 pillar : ergo the pillar has sight ’. Also, ‘ What you pro- 
fess to-be, that you profess-to-be : you profess a stone to-be : 
ergo you profess-to-be a stone.’ Also, ‘ Speaking of the 
silent is possible ’ : for ‘ speaking of the silent ’ also has 
a double meaning : it may mean that the speaker is silent 
or that the things of which he speaks are so.* There are 
«6 three varieties of these ambiguities and amphibolies: (i) 
When either the expression or the name has strictly more 
than one meaning, e. g. der^y and the ‘ dog ’ ; (2) when by 
custom we use them so ; (3) when words that have a simple 
sense taken alone have more than one meaning in com- 
* Cf. PI. Euthyd. 300 B-c. 
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bination ; e. g. ‘ knowing letters For each word, both 
‘ knowing ’ and ‘ letters possibly has a single meaning : to 
but both together have more than one — either that the 
letters themselves have knowledge or that someone else has 
it of them. 

Amphiboly and ambiguity, then, depend on these modes 
of speech. Upon the combination of words there depend 
instances such as the following: ‘A man can walk while 
sitting, and can write while not wTiting ’. For the mean- 
ing is not the same if one divides the words and if one com- as 
bines them in saying that ‘it is possible to walk-while- 
sitting’ [and write while not writing].' The same applies 
to the latter phrase, too, if one combines the words ‘to 
write-while- not- writing ’ ; for then it means that he has the 
power to write and not to write at once ; whereas if one 
does not combine them, it means that when he is not writ- 
ing he has the power to write. Also, ‘ He knows now if 30 
he has learnt his letters.’* Moreover, there is the saying 
that ‘ One single thing if you can carry a crow'd you can 
carry too ’; 

Upon division depend the propositions that 5 is 2 and 3, 
and even and odd, and that the greater is equal : for it is that 
amount and more besides. For the same phrase would not 35 
be thought always to have the same meaning when divided 
and when combined, e. g. ‘I made thee a slave once a free 
man and ‘ God-like Achilles left fifty a hundred men 

An argument depending upon accent it is not easy to 
construct in unwritten discussion ; in written discussions and 16^ 
in poetry it is easier. Thus (e. g.) some people emend Homer 
against those who criticize as unnatural his expression rd fiiv 
oi KarairvBeTat For they solve the diflSculty by a 

change of accent, pronouncing the ov with an acuter accent. 5 
Also, in the passage about Agamemnon’s dream, they say 
that Zeus did not himself say ‘We g^ant him the fulfilment 

* 166* 26—7. The words *0* w ypa<f>ovra ypicfitip should probably be 
omitted : and read to KaStipivov (26) and to pli ypa^Mnn (27). 

* 166“ 30. Read pavSavti pup ypapparu tiwtp ppuipBaptPf Oinitting 

n tmantTni, 

’ Source unknown, but cf. Terence, Andrian i. i. 10. 

* Source unknown. * Iliad, ♦. 328. 
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of his prayer’,' but that he bade the dream grant it. 
Instances such as these, then, turn upon the accentuation. 

10 Others come about owing to the form of expression used, 
when what is really different is expressed in the same form, 
e. g. a masculine thing by a feminine termination, or a 
feminine thing by a masculine, or a neuter by either a 
masculine or a feminine ; or, again, when a quality is 
expressed by a termination proper to quantity or vice 
versa, or what is active by a passive word, or a state by an 
active word, and so forth with the other divisions pre- 
15 viously* laid down. For it is possible to use an expres- 
sion to denote what does not belong to the class of actions 
at all as though it did so belong. Thus (e. g.) ‘ flourish- 
ing’ is a word which in the form of its expression is like 
‘cutting ’ or ‘building’ ; yet the one denotes a certain quality 
—1. e. a certain condition — while the other denotes a certain 
action. In the same manner also in the other instances. 

JO Refutations, then, that depend upon language are drawn 
from these common-place rules. Of fallacies, on the other 
hand, that are independent of language there are seven 
kinds : 

(1) that which depends upon Accident ; 

(2) the use of an expression absolutely or not absolutely 
but with some qualification of respect, or place, or time, or 
relation : 

(3) that which depends upon ignorance of what ‘ refuta- 
tion ’ is : 

jj (4) that which depends upon the consequent : 

{5) that which depends upon assuming the original con- 
clusion : ® 

(6) stating as cause what is not the cause : 

(7) the making of more than one question into one. 

Fallacies, then, that depend on Accident occur whenever 5 
any attribute is claimed to belong in a -like manner to a 
30 thing and to its accident. For since the same thing has 

* The words occur not in the passage referred to, Iliad, B. i- 35 > 
but in 297. 

* Top. i. 9. 

’ Read, with Strache, irapo ri tv dpxn ^ap^vttv. 
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aaany accidents there is no necesdtr That all the gi™** attii- 
butes^ shonld belong' to all of a thing's predicates and u> 
their sa 1 :ject as well. Thus i e. g.). - If CoriscDs be di^rent 
from “ man he is different from himsei: . fbrhe isaman ’ : 
or • If he be diferent from Socratss. ar.d Socrates be a man. 
then they say, * he has admitted that C rriscns b different 35 
from a man, because it so happens that the person 

from whom he said that he Cortsctts is dJfarent is a man 
Those that depend on whether an expression is used 
absolutely or in a certain respect and zat. stricdy, occur 
whenever an expression used in a Dartithar seise is taken 
as though it were used abscLteiy e c ft the atgument ' If 16^ 
what is not is the ob;e:t of an cp.n.rn. tnan what isnotis': 
for it is not the same thing m r= r and ■ tobe'ahsohitely. 

Or again. •'What is. is n:t is n:: a particular kind of 
being, e. g. if it is not a man n :r is not the same thing 
‘ no: to be x' and • no: :c he at ah it looks as if it were, 
because of the closeness :: the express.tn. he. because ‘to 5 
be X ' is bat little different frcm • tn be and ‘ not to be .u ‘ 
from • not to be Likewise als: ■w.m anj' argument dai 
turns upon the point whemer an expression is used in a 
certain respect or used absclutely Tncs e-g. • Suppose an 
Indian to be black ail over h-a: vi’nite in respect of his 
teeth : then he is both v/hite and net •?rhiie. Or if both 
characters belong in a partic-lar respect, then, they say. 

‘ contraiy anributes being a: the same nme ’. This kind .0 
of thing is in some cases eas.ly seen by any one, e-g. sup- 
pose a man trere to secure ±e staiemen: that the Ethiopmn 
is black, and were then ic ask "rnetner he is white in 
respect of his teeth ; and then if ne be white in that 
respect, were to suppose at the ccnci-sion of his questions 
that therefore he had proved dialecticaiiy that he was both 
white and not white. But in some cases it often passes 
undetected, vnz. in all cases where, wfaenevai a statement is 
made of something in a oenain respect, it would be gener- 13 
ally thought that the absolute statement follows as well; 
and also in all fasps where it is not ea^ to see 'which of the 
attributes ought to be rendered strictly. A situation of 
* 166^33. Read Turn. 

Ml 
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this kind arises, where both the opposite attributes belong 
alike : for then there is general support for the view that 
one must agree absolutely to the assertion of both, or of 
neither: e. g. if a thing is half white and half black, is it 
ao white or black ? 

Other fallacies occur because the terms ‘ proof or ‘ refuta- 
tion ’ have not been defined, and because something is left 
out in their definition. For to refute is to contradict one 
and the same attribute — not merely the name, but the 
reality — and a name that is not merely synonymous but the 
as same name — and to confute it from the propositions granted, 
necessarily, without including in the reckoning the original 
point to be proved, in the same respect and relation and 
manner and time in which it was asserted. A ‘ false asser- 
tion ’ about anything has to be defined in the same way. 
Some people, however, omit some one of the said condi- 
tions and give a merely apparent refutation, showing (e. g.) 
that the same thing is both double and not double : for two 
30 is double of one, but not double of three. Or, it may be, 
they show that it is both double and not double of the same 
thing, but not that it is so in the same respect : for it is 
double in length but not double in breadth. Or, it may be, 
they show it to be both double and not double of the same 
thing and in the same respect and manner, but not that it is so 
at the same time ; and therefore their refutation is merely 
35 apparent. One might, with some violence, bring this 
fallacy into the group of fallacies dependent on language 
as well. 

Those that depend on the assumption of the original point 
to be proved, occur in the same way, and in as many ways, 
as it is pos-sible to beg the original point ; they appear to 
refute because men lack the power to keep their eyes at 
once upon what is the same and what is different. 
iSy** The refutation which depends upon the consequent arises 
because people suppose that the relation of consequence is 
convertible. For whenever, suppose A is, B necessarily is, 
they then suppose also that if B is, A necessarily is. This 
5 is also the source of the deceptions that attend opinions 
based on sense-perception. For people often suppose bile 
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'to be honey because honey is attended by a yellow colour ; 
also, since after rain the ground is wet in consequence, we 
suppose that if the ground is wet, it has been raining; 
whereas that does not necessarily follow. In rhetoric 
proofs from signs are based on consequences. For when 
rhetoricians wish to show that a man is an adulterer, they 10 
take hold of some consequence of an adulterous life, viz. 
that the man is smartly dressed, or that he is observed to 
wander about at night. There are, however, many people 
of whom these things are true, while the charge in question 
is untrue. It happens like this also in real reasoning ; e. g. 
Melissus’ argument, that the universe is eternal, assumes 
that the universe has not come to be (for from what is not 
nothing could possibly come to be) and that what has come 13 
to be has done so from a first beginning. If, therefore, the 
universe has not come to be, it has no first beginning, and 
is therefore eternal. But this does not necessarily follow : 
for even if what has come to be always has a first beginning, 
it does not also follow that what has a first beginning has 
come to be ; any more than it follows that if a man in 
a fever be hot, a man who is hot must be in a fever. ao 

The refutation which depends upon treating as cause 
what is not a cause, occurs whenever what is not a cause 
is- inserted in the argument, as though the refutation de- 
pended upon it. This kind of thing happens in arguments 
that reason ad impossibile : for in these we are bound to 
demolish one of the premisses. If, then, the false cause be 
reckoned in among the questions that are necessary to >5 
establish the resulting impossibility, it will often be thought 
that the refutation depends upon it, e. g. in the proof that 
the ‘ soul ’ and ‘ life ’ are not the same : for if coming-to-be 
be contrary to perishing, then a particular form of perishing 
will have a particular form of coming-to-be as its contrary : 
now death is a particular form of perishing and is contrary 
to life : life, therefore, is a coming-to-be, and to live is to 
come-to-be. But this is impossible: accordingly, the ‘soul’ 30 
and ‘ life ’ are not the same. Now this is not proved : for 
the impossibility results all the same, even if one does not 
say that life is the same as the soul, but merely says that 
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life is contrary to death, which is a form of perishing, and 
that perishing has ‘ coming-to-be ’ as its contrary. Argu- 
ments of that kind, then, though not inconclusive absolutely, 
35 are inconclusive in relation to the proposed conclusion. 
Also even the questioners themselves often fail quite as 
much to see a point of that kind. 

Such, then, are the arguments that depend upon the con- 
sequent and upon false cause. Those that depend upon 
the making of two questions into one occur whenever the 
plurality is undetected and a single answer is returned as if 
i68* to a single question. Now, in some cases, it is easy to see that 
there is more than one, and that an answer is not to be 
given, e. g. ‘ Does the earth consist of sea, or the sky ? ’ 
But in some cases it is less easy, and then people treat the 
question as one, and either confess their defeat by failing to 
answer the question, or are exposed to an apparent refuta- 
5 tion. Thus ‘ Is A and is ^ a man ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ Then if 
any one hits A and 5, he will strike a man ’ (singular), ‘ not 
men ' (plural). Or again, where part is good and part bad, 

‘ is the whole good or bad ? ’ For whichever he says, it is 
possible that he might be thought to expose himself to an 
lo apparent refutation or to make an apparently false state- 
ment : for to say that something is good which is not good, 
or not good which is good, is to make a false statement. 
Sometimes, however, additional premisses may actually give 
rise to a genuine refutation ; e. g. suppose a man were to 
grant that the descriptions ‘ white ' and ‘ naked ’ and ‘ blind ' 
apply to one thing and to a number of things in a like sense. 
For if* blind ' describes a thing that cannot see though nature 
designed it to see, it will also describe things that cannot 
15 see though nature designed them to do so. Whenever, then, 
one thing can see while another cannot, they will either both 
be able to see or else both be blind ; which is impossible. 

The right way, then, is either to divide apparent prooft 6 
and refutations as above, or else to refer them all to ignor- 
ance of what * refutation ’ is, and make that our starting- 
point : for it is possible to analyse all the aforesaid modes 
ao of fallacy into breaches of the definition of a refutation. 
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In the first place, we may see if they are inconclusive : for 
the conclusion ought to result from the premisses laid down, 
so as to compel us necessarily to state it and not merely to 
seem to compel us. Next we should also take the definition 
bit by bit, and try the fallacy thereby. For of the &llacies 
that consist in language, some depend upon a double 
meaning, e. g. ambiguity of words and of phrases, and the 
fallacy of like verbal forms (for we habitually speak of as 
everything as though it were a particular substance) — while 
fallacies of combination and division and accent arise because 
the phrase in question or the term as altered ' is not the 
same as was intended. Even this, however, should be the 
same, just as the thing signified should be as well, if a refu- 
tation or proof is to be effected ; e. g. if the point concerns 
a doublet, then you should draw the conclusion of a ‘doublet’, 3 ® 
not of a ‘ cloak ’. For the former conclusion also would be 
true, but it has not been proved ; we need a further question 
to show that ‘ doublet ’ means the same thing, in order to 
satisfy any one who asks why you think your point proved. 

Fallacies that depend on Accident are clear cases of 
ignoratio elenchi when once ‘ proof ' has been defined. 

For the same definition oug^t to hold good of * refutation ’ 35 
too, except that a mention of ‘ the contradictory ’ is here 
added; for a refutation is a proof of the contradictory. 

If, then, there is no proof as regards an accident of anything, 
there is no refutation. For supposing, when A and B are, 

C must necessarily be, and C is white, there is no necessity 
for it to be white on account of the syllogism. So, if the 40 
triangle has its angles equal to two right-angles, and it res'* 
happens to be a figure, or the simplest element or starting 
point, it is not because it is a figure or a starting point or 
simplest element that it has this character. For the demon- 
stration proves the point about it not qua figure or qua 
simplest element, but qua triangle. Likewise dso in other 
cases. If, then, refutation is a proof, an argument which 
argued per accidens could not be a refutation. It is, how- 5 
ever, just in this that the experts and men of science 
generally suffer refutation at the hand of the unscientific : 

‘ 168* 28. Read ToCi>o/ta to ltia<f>epoii. 
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for the latter meet the scientists with reasonings constituted 
per accidens ; and the scientists for lack of the power to 
draw distinctions either say ‘ Yes ’ to their questions, or 
10 else people suppose them to have said ‘ Yes although they 
have not.' 

Those that depend upon whether something is said in 
a certain respect only or said absolutely, are clear cases of 
ignoratio elenchi because the aflSrmation and the denial 
are not concerned w'ith the same point For of ‘ white in 
a certain respect ’ the negation is ‘ not white in a certain 
respect while of ‘ white absolutely ’ it is ‘ not white, 
absolutely If, then, a man treats the admission that 
a thing is ‘ white in a certain respect ’ as though it were 
1 5 said to be white absolutely, he does not effect a refutation, 
but merely appears to do so owing to ignorance of what 
refutation is. 

The clearest cases of all, however, are those that were 
previously described® as depending upon the definition 
of a ‘ refutation ’ ; and this is also why they were called 
by that name. For the appearance of a refutation is 
produced because of the omission in the deflhition, and 
30 if we divide fallacies in the above manner, we ought to set 
‘ Defective definition ’ as a common mark upon them all. 

Those that depend upon the assumption of the original 
point and upon stating as the cause what is not the cause, 
are clearly shown to be cases of ignoratio elenchi through 
the definition thereof. For the conclusion ought to come 
about ■’ ‘ because these things are so and this does not 
>5 happen where the premisses are not causes of it : and 
again it should come about without taking into account the 
original point, and this is not the case with those arguments 
which depend upon begging the original point. 

Those that depend upon the consequent are a branch of 
Accident : for the consequent is an accident, only it differs 
from the accident in this, that you may secure an admission 
of the accident in the case of one thing, only (e. g. the 
30 Identity of a yellow thing and honey and of a white thing 

' 168'’ 9. Read Soiaar. ’ 167*21-35. 

’ i68*> 24 omitting oina roS. ‘ Cf. An. Pr. A. i. 24’’ 18. 
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and swan), whereas the consequent always involves more 
than one thing : for we claim that things that are the same 
as one and the same thing are also the same as one another, 
and this is the ground of a refutation dependent on the 
consequent. It is, however, not always true, e, g. suppose 
that A and B are ‘ the same ’ as C per accidens * ; for both 
‘ snow ’ and the ‘ swan ' are the same as something ‘ white 
Or again, as in Melissus’ argument,^ a man assumes that to 35 
‘ have been generated ' and to ‘ have a beginning ' are the 
same thing, or to ‘ become equal ' and to ‘ assume the same 
magnitude'. For because what has been generated has 
a beginning, he claims also that what has a beginning has 
been generated, and argues as though both what has been 
generated and what is finite ^ were the same because each 
has a beginning. Likewise also in the case of things that Afi 
are made equal he assumes that if things that assume one 169* 
and the same magnitude become equal, then also things 
that become equal assume one magnitude ; * i, e. he assumes 
the consequent. Inasmuch, then, as a refutation depending 
on accident consists in ignorance of what a refutation is, 
clearly so also does a refutation depending on the conse- 
quent. We shall have further to examine this in another 5 
way as well." 

Those fallacies that depend upon the making of several 
questions into one consist in our failure to dissect “ the defi- 
nition of' proposition For a proposition is a single state- 
ment about a single thing. For the same definition applies 
to ‘ one single thing only ’ and to the ‘ thing , simply, e. g. 
to ‘ man ' and to ‘ one single man only ’ ; and likewise also 10 
in other cases. If, then, a * single proposition be one which 
claims a single thing of a single thing, a * proposition , 
simply, will also be the putting of a question of that kind. 
Now since a proof starts from propositions and refutation 
is a proof, refutation, too, wiU start from propositions. If, 
then, a proposition is a single statement about a single thing. 


‘ l68'> 34. Omit \ivk6v with A and B. 

I Qf 167b 13, * 168'’ 40. Read tA wempcuriitpov. 

* 169’’ 3. Read Ao/u^oi'fn' with A and B. 

" Chs. 24, 28. j 7} 

‘ 169“ 7. Omitting q jt? Smiptty with A and Ji, 
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it is obvious that this fallacy too consists in ignorance of 
IS what a refutation is ; for in it what is not a proposition 
appears to be one. If, then, the answerer has returned an 
answer as though to a single question, there will be a refu- 
tation ; while if he has returned one not really but appar- 
ently, there will be an apparent refutation of his thesis. All 
the types of fallacy,* then, fall under ignorance of what 
a refutation is, some of them * because the ® contradiction, 
ao which is the distinctive mark of a refutation, is merely 
apparent, and the rest failing to conform to the definition 
of a proof. 

The deception comes about in the case of arguments that 7 
depend on ambiguity of words and of phrases because we 
are unable to divide the ambiguous term (for some terms it 
is not easy to divide, e. g. ‘ unity ’, ‘ being ’, and ‘ sameness ’), 
aj while in those that depend on combination and division, it is 
because we suppose that it makes no difference whether the 
phrase be combined or divided, as is indeed the case with 
most phrases. Likewise also with those that depend on 
accent: for the lowering or raising of the voice upon 
a phrase is thought not to alter its meaning—with any 
phrase, or not with many. With those that depend on the 
30 form of expression it is because of the likeness of expres- 
sion. For it is hard to distinguish what kind of things are 
signified by the same and what by diflferent kinds of expres- 
sion : for a man who can do this is practically next door to 
the understanding of the truth.* A special reason why 
a man is liable to be hurried into assent to the fallacy is that 
we suppose every predicate of anything to be an individual 
thing, and we understand it as being one with the thing : 
and we therefore treat it as a substance : for it is to that 
35 which is one with a thing or substance, as also to substance 
itself, that ‘ individuality ’ and ‘ being ’ are deemed to belong 
in the fullest sense. For this reason, too, this type of fallacy 
is to be ranked among those that depend on language ; in 

* 169*18. Read rpoVoj. 

’ 169* 19 irapii rfiv Xt'iiv appears to be a gloss. 

’ 169* 20. Read ^aivnpiiiri x] arri^aaa (Wallies). 

*169*33. Read a full-stop at rd\i;d(r. Also, read eTrurTrdrai. 
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the first place, because the deception is effected the more 
readily when we are inquiring into a problem in company 
with others than when tve do so by ourselves (for an inquiry 
with another person is carried on by means of speech, 
whereas an inquiry by oneself is carried on quite as much 
by means of the object itself) ; secondly a man is liable to be 4° 
deceived, even when inquiring by himself, when he takes 169* 
speech as the basis of his inquiry : moreover the deception 
arises out of the likeness (of two different things), and the 
likeness arises out of the language. With those fallacies 
that depend upon Accident, deception comes about^ because 
we cannot distinguish the sameness and otherness of terms, 
i. e. their unity and multiplicity, or what kinds of predicate 5 
have all the same accidents as their subject. Likewise also 
with those that depend on the Consequent : for the conse- 
quent is a branch of Accident. Moreover, in many cases 
appearances point to this — and the claim is made — that if 
A is inseparable from B, so also is B from A. With those 
that depend upon an imperfection in the definition of a 10 
refutation, and with those that depend upon the difference 
between a qualified and an absolute statement, the deception 
consists in the smallness of the difference involved ; for we 
treat the limitation to the particular thing or respect or 
manner or time as adding nothing to the meaning, and so 
grant the statement universally. Likewise also in the case 
of those that assume the original point, and those of false 
cause, and all that treat a number of questions as one : for 
in all of them the deception lies in the smallness of the 15 
difference : for our failure to be quite exact in our definition 
of ‘ premiss ’ and of ‘ proof’ is due to the aforesaid reason. 

8 Since we know on how many points apparent syllogisms 
depend, we know also on how many sophistical syllogisms 
and refutations may depend. By a sophistical refutation ao 
and syllogism I mean not only a syllogism or refutation 
which appears to be valid bat is not, but also one which, 
though it is valid, only appears to be appropriate to the 
thing in question. These are those which fail to refute and 

* 16^ 3 sc. j, amni TiMToi from l69*a2, as also in 169*30. 
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prove people to be ignorant according to the nature of the 
thing in question, which was the function of the art ot 
as examination. Now the art of examining is a branch of 
dialectic: and this may prove a false conclusion because 
of the ignorance of the answerer. Sophistic refutations on 
the other hand, even though they prove the contradictory 
of his thesis, do not make clear whether he is ignorant : for 
sophists entangle the scientist as well with these arguments. 
30 That we know them by the same line of inquiry is clear: 
for the same considerations which make it appear to an 
audience that the points required for the proof were asked 
in the questions and that the conclusion was proved, would 
make the answerer think so as well, so that false proof will 
occur through all or some of these means : for what a man 
has not been asked but thinks he has granted, he would 
35 also grant if he were asked. Of course, in some cases the 
moment we add the missing question, we also show up its 
falsity, e. g. in fallacies that depend on language and on 
solecism. If then, fallacious proofs of the contradictory of 
a thesis depend on their appearing to refute, it is clear that 
the considerations on which both proofs of false conclusions 
and an apparent refutation depend must be the same in 
40 number. Now an apparent refutation depends upon the 
170* elements involved in a genuine one : for the failure of one 
or other of these must make the refutation merely apparent, 
e. g. that which depends on the failure of the conclusion to 
follow from the argument (the argument ad impossibile) 
and that which treats two questions as one and so depends 
upon a flaw in the premiss, and that which depends on the 
substitution of an accident for an essential attribute, and— 
5 a branch of the last — that which depends upon the conse- 
quent : moreover, the conclusion may follow not in fact but 
only verbally : then, instead of proving the contradictory 
universally and in the same respect and relation and 
manner, the fallacy may be dependent on some limit of 
extent or on one or other of these qualifications : more- 
over, there is the assumption of the original point * to be 
proved, in violation of the clause ‘ without reckoning in the 

^ 170*9. Read t 4 (to) fv Xa/ijSawii'. 
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original point Thus we should have the number of con- 
siderations on which the fallacious proofs depend : for they to 
could not depend on more, but all will depend on the 
points aforesaid. 

A sophistical refutation is a refutation not absolutely but 
relativ'ely to some one : and so is a proof, in the same way. 
For unless that which depends upon ambiguity assumes 
that the ambiguous term has a single meaning, and that 
which depends on like verbal forms assumes that substance 15 
is the only category, and the rest in the same way, there 
will be neither refutations nor proofs, either absolutely or 
relatively to the answerer : whereas if they do assume these 
things, they will stand, relatively to the answerer ; but 
absolutely they will not stand : for they have not secured a 
statement that does have a single meaning, but only one 
that appears to have, and that only from this particular man. 

g The number of considerations on which depend the ao 
refutations of those who are refuted, we ought not to try to 
grasp without a knowledge of everything that is. This, 
however, is not the province of any special study: for 
possibly the sciences are infinite in number, so that obviously 
demonstrations may be infinite too. Now refutations may 
be true as well as false: for whenever it is possible to 
demonstrate something, it is also possible to refute the 
man who maintains the contradictory of the truth ; e. g. *5 
if a man has stated that the diagonal is commensurate 
with the side of the square, one might refute him by 
demonstrating that it is incommensurate. Accordingly, 
to exhaust all possible refutations we shall have to have 
scientific knowledge of everything: for some refutations 
depend upon the principles that rule in geometry and 
the conclusions that follow from these, others upon those 
that rule in medicine, and others upon those of the other 
sciences. For the matter of that, the false refutations like- 3 ® 
wise belong to the number of the infinite : for according 
to every art there is false proof, e. g. according to geo- 
metry there is false geometrical proof, and according 
to medicine there is false medical proof. By ‘ according to 
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the art’. I mean ‘according to the principles of it’. 
Clearly, then, it is not of all refutations, but only of those 
3S that depend upon dialectic that we need to grasp the 
common-place rules ; for these stand in a cbmmon relation 
to every art and faculty. And as regards the refutation 
that is according to one or other of the particular sciences 
it is the task of that particular scientist to examine whether 
it is merely apparent without being real, and, if it be real, 
what is the reason for it : whereas it is the business of 
dialecticians so to examine the refutation that proceeds from 
the common first principles that fall under no particular 
special study. For if we grasp the starting-points of the 
40 accepted proofs on any subject whatever we grasp those of 
170* the refutations current on that subject. For a refutation is 
the proof of the contradictory of a given thesis, so that either 
one or two proofs of the contradictory constitute a refuta- 
tion. We grasp, then, the number of considerations on 
which all such depend : if, however, we grasp this, we also 
grasp their solutions as well ; for the objections to these 
5 are the solutions of them. We also grasp tlie number of 
considerations on which those refutations depend, that are 
merely apparent— apparent, I mean, not to everybody, but 
to people of a certain stamp ; for it is an indefinite task if 
one is to inquire how many are the considerations that 
make them apparent to the man in the street. Accordingly 
it is clear that the dialectician’s business is to be able to 
grasp on how many considerations depends the formation, 
through the common first principles, of a refutation that 
10 is either real or apparent, i. e. either dialectical or appar- 
ently dialectical, or suitable for an examination. 

It is no true distinction between arguments which some 10 
people draw when they say that some argfuments are 
directed against the expression, and others against the 
thought expressed ; for it is absurd to suppose that some 
15 arguments are directed against the expression and others 
against the thought, and that they are not the same. For 
what is failure to direct an argument against the thought 
except what occurs whenever a man does not in using the 
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expression think it to be used in his question in the same 
sense in which the person questioned granted it ? And this 
is the same thing as to direct the argument against the 
expression. On the other hand, it is directed against the 
thought whenever a man uses the expression in the same 
sense which the answerer had in mind when he granted it. 

If now any one (i. e. both the questioner and the petson ao 
questioned), in dealing with an expression with more than 
one meaning, were to suppose it to have one meaning — as 
e. g. it may be that ‘ Being ’ and ‘ One ' have many meanings, 
and yet both the answerer answers and the questioner^ 
puts his question supposing it to be one, and the argu- 
ment is to the effect that ‘ All things are one ' — will this 
discussion be directed any more against the expression 
than against the thought of the person questioned ? If, on as 
the other hand, one of them * supposes the expression to 
have many meanings, it is clear that such a discussion will not 
be directed against the thought. Such being the meanings 
of the phrases in question, they clearly cannot describe two 
separate classes of argument. For, in the first place, it is 
possible for any such argument as bears more than one 
meaning to be directed against the expression and against 
the thought, and next it is possible for any argument 
whatsoever; for the fact of being directed against the 
thought consists not in the nature of the argument, but in 
the special attitude of the answerer towards the points he 30 
concedes. Next, all of them may be directed to the expres- 
sion. For ‘ to be directed against the expression ’ means in 
this doctrine ‘ not to be directed against the thought ’. For 
if not all are directed against either expression or thought, 
there will be certain other arguments directed neither 
against the expression nor against the thought, whereas 
they say that all must be one or the other, and divide them 
all as directed either against the expression or against the 
thought, while others (they say) there are none. But in js 
point of fact those that depend on mere expression are only 
a branch of those syllogisms that depend on a multiplicity 

' 1 70** 23. Omit Zrivaiv — obviously a gloss. 
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of meanings. For the absurd statement has actually been 
made that the description ‘ dependent on mere expression ’ 
describes all the arguments that depend on language: 
whereas some of these are fallacies not because the answerer 
adopts a particular attitude towards them, but because the 
40 argument itself involves the asking, of a question such as 
bears more than one meaning. 

I7I* It is, too, altogether absurd to discuss Refutation with- 
out first discussing Proof: for a refutation is a proof, so 
that one ought to discuss proof as well before describing 
false refutation : for a refutation of that kind is a merely 
S apparent proof of the contradictory of a thesis. Accord- 
ingly, the reason of the falsity will be either in the proof or 
in the contradiction (for mention of the ‘contradiction’ 
must be added), while sometimes it is in both, if the refuta- 
tion be merely apparent. In the argument that speaking of 
the silent is possible it lies in the contradiction, not in the 
proof ; in the argument that one can give what one does 
10 not possess, it lies in both ; in the proof that Homer’s poem is 
a figure through its being a cycle it lies in the proof. An 
argument that does not fail in either respect is a true proof. 

But, to return to the point whence our argument 
digressed,^ are mathematical reasonings directed against 
the thought, or not ? And if any one thinks ‘ triangle ’ to 
be a word with many meanings, and granted it in some 
IS different sense from the figure which was proved to con- 
tain two right angles, has the questioner here directed his 
argument against the thought of the former or not ? 

Moreover, if the expression bears many senses, while the 
answerer does not understand or suppose it to have them, 
surely the questioner here has directed his argument 
against his thought! Or how else ought he to put his 
question except by suggesting a distinction — suppose one’s 
question to be ‘ Is speaking of the silent possible or not ? ’ 
ao — as follows, ‘Is* the answer “No" in one sense, but 
“ Yes ’’ in another ? ’ If, then, any one were to answer that 
it was not possible in any sense and the other were to argue 
that it was, has not his argument been directed against the 
* 170'’ 40. ’ I7I» 19. Read tX y tparifitK, and ? in line 20. 



CHAPTER X 171* 

thought of the answerer ? Yet his argument is supposed 
to be one of those that depend on the expression. There is 
not, then, any definite kind of arguments that is directed 
against the thought. Some arguments are, indeed, directed 
against the expression : but these * are not all even appar- 
ent refutations, let alone all refutations. For there are also 15 
apparent refutations which do not depend upon language, 
e. g. those that depend upon accident, and others. 

If, however, any one claims that one should actually draw 
the distinction, and say, ‘ By “ speaking of the silent ’’ I 
mean, in one sense this and in the other sense that surely 
to claim this is in the first place absurd (for sometimes the 30 
questioner does not see the ambiguity of his question, and 
he cannot possibly draw a distinction which he does not 
think to be there) ; in the second place, what else but this 
will didactic argument be ? For it will make manifest the 
state of the case to one who has never considered, and does 
not know or suppose that there is any other meaning but 
one. For what is there to prevent the same thing also 
happening to us in cases where there is no double meaning ? 

‘ Are the uhits in four equal to the twos ? Observe that the 35 
twos are contained in four in one sense in this way, in 
another sense in that.’ Also, ‘ Is the knowledge of con- 
traries one or not? Observe that some contraries are 
known, while others are unknown.’ Thus the man who 
makes this claim seems to be unaware of the difference 
between didactic and dialectical argument, and of the fact 171^ 
that while he who argues didactically should not ask ques- 
tions but make things clear himself, the other should 
merely ask questions. 

II Moreover, to claim a ‘ Yes ’ or ‘ No ’ answer is the busi- 
ness not of a man who is showing something, but of one 
who is holding an examination. For the art of examining 
is a branch of dialectic and has in view not the man who has 5 
knowledge, but the ignorant pretender. He, then, is a 
dialectician who regards the common principles with their 
application to the particular matter in hand, while he who 

’ 171*24. Read «uVoi oJrot. 
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only appears to do this is a sophist. Now for contentious 
and sophistical reasoning ; (i) one such is a merely appar- 
ent reasoning, on subjects on which dialectical reasoning is 
the proper method of examination, even though its conclu- 
losion be true: for it misleads us in regard to the cause: 
also (2) there are those misreasonings which do not conform 
to the line of inquiry proper to the particular subject, but 
are generally thought to conform to the art in question. 
For false diagrams of geometrical figures are not conten- 
tious (for the resulting fallacies conform to the subject of 
the art) — any more than is any false diagram that may be 
15 offered in proof of a truth — e. g. Hippocrates’ figure or 
the squaring of the circle by means of the lunules. But 
Bryson’s method of squaring the circle,’ even if the circle is 
thereby squared, is still sophistical because it does not con- 
form to the subject in hand.* So, then, any merely appar- 
ent reasoning about these things is a contentious argument, 
and any reasoning that merely appears to conform to the 
ao subject in hand, even though it be genuine reasoning, is 
a contentious argument : for it is merely apparent in its con- 
formity to the subject-matter, so that it is deceptive and 
plays foul. For just as a foul in a race is a definite type of 
fault, and is a kind of foul fighting, so the art of conten- 
tious reasoning is foul fighting in disputation : for in the 
former case those who are resolved to win at all costs 
snatch at everything, and so in the latter case do conten- 
tious reasoners. Those, then, who do this in order to win 
as the mere victory are generally considered to be contentious 
and quarrelsome persons, while those who do it to win 
a reputation with a view to making money are sophistical. 
For the art of sophistry is, as we said,® a kind of art of 
money-making from a merely apparent wisdom, and this is 
why they aim at a merely apparent demonstration : and 
30 quarrelsome persons and sophists both employ the same 
arguments, but not with the same motives : and the same 
argument will be sophistical and contentious, but not in the 

' On the various methods of attempting to square the circle, here 
and below (172* 2-7), see Postc, Soph. El., Appendix F. 

’ Cf. 172* 2-7 below. ® i 6 s^ 22. 
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same respect ; rather, it will be contentious In so far as 
its aim is an apparent ^nctort', while in so far as its aim is 
an apparent wisdom, it will be sophistical : for the art of 
sophistn,* is a certain appearance of wisdom without the 
r pait ty. The contentious argument stands in somewhat the 35 
same relation to the dialectical as the drawer of false dia- 
grams to the geometrician ; for it beguiles by misreasoning 
from the same principles as dialectic uses, just as the drawer 
of a false diagram beguiles the geometridan. But whereas 
the latter is not a contentious reasoner, because he bases 
his false diagram on the prindples and conclusions that 
fall under the art of geometry, the argument which is 17a* 
subordinate to the principles of dialectic will yet clearly be 
contentious as regards other subjects. Thus, e. g., though 
the squaring of the circle by means of the lunules is not 
contentious. Bn'son's solution is contentious: and the 
former argument cannot be adapted to any subject except 
geometry, because it proceeds from prindples that are 5 
pectiliar to geometry', whereas the latter can be adapted as 
an argument against all the number of people who do not 
know what is or is not possible in each particular context: 
for it will apply to them all. Or there is the method 
whereby Antiphon squared the drcle. Or again, an argu- 
ment which denied that it was better to take a walk after 
dinner, because of Zeno's argument, would not be a proper 
argument for a doctor, because Zeno’s argument is of 
general application. If, then, the relation of the conten- 
tious argTiment to the dialectical were exactly like that of 
the drawer of false diagrams to the geometrician, a conten- 
tious argument upon the aforesaid subjects could not have 
existed. But, as it is, the dialectical argument is not con- 
cerned with any definite kind of being, nor does it show 
anything, nor is it even an arg^ument such as we find in the 
general philosophy of being. For all beings are not con- 
tained in any one kind, nor, if they were, could they 
possibly fall under the same principles. Accordingly, no *5 
art that is a method of showing the nature of an3tthing 
proceeds by asking questions : for it does notpenmtaman 
to g[rant whichever he likes of the two alternatives in the 
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question : for they will not both of them yield a proof. 
Dialectic, on the other hand, does proceed by questioning, 
wnereas if it were concerned to show things, it would have 
refrained from putting questions, even if not about every- 
thing, at least about the first principles and the special prin- 
ciples that apply to the particular subject in hand. For 
ao suppose the answerer not to grant these,* it would then no 
longer have had any grounds from which to argue any 
longer against the objection. Dialectic is at the same 
time a mode of examination as well. For neither is the 
art of examination an accomplishment of the same kind as 
geometry, but one which a man may possess, er/en though 
he has not knowledge. For it is possible even for one 
without knowledge to hold an examination of one who is 
without knowledge, if also the latter grants him points 
a.? taken not from things that he knows or from the special 
principles of the subject under discussion but from all that 
range of consequences attaching to the subject which a man 
may indeed know without knowing the theory of the sub- 
ject, but which if he do not know, he is bound to be ignor- 
ant of the theory. So then clearly the art of examining 
does not consist in knowledge of any definite subject. For 
this reason, too, it deals with everything: for every 
‘ theory ’ of anything employs also certain common prin- 
30 ciples. Hence everybody, including even amateurs, makes 
use in a way of dialectic and the practice of examining: 
for all undertake to some extent a rough trial of those who 
profess to know things. What serves them here is the 
general principles : for they know these of themselves just 
as well as the scientist, even if in what they say they seem to 
the latter to go wildly astray from them. All, then, are 
engaged in refutation ; for they take a hand as amateurs in 
3S the same task with which dialectic is concerned profession- 
ally ; and he is a dialectician who examines by the help of 
a theory of reasoning. Now there are many identical 
principles which are true of everything,- though they are 
not such as to constitute a particular nature, i. e. a particular 

1 172*^20. Read SiSojTor. 

* 172^36. Read TauTQ wira TTcJyrwv (BC have Tnvrd and AI 3 have no icni). 
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kind of being, but are like negative terms, while other 
principles are not of this kind but are special to particular 
subjects ; accordingly it is possible from these general 
principles to hold an examination on everything, and that 
there should be a definite art of so doing, and, moreover, an 172 
art which is not of the same kind as those which demon- 
strate.^ This is why the contentious reasoner does not 
stand in the same condition in all respects as the drawer of 
a false diagram : for the contentious reasoner will not be 
given to misreasoning from any definite class of principles, 
but will deal with every class. 

These, then, are the types of sophistical refutations : and 5 
that it belongs to the dialectician to study these, and to be 
able to effect them, is not difficult to see : for the investiga- 
tion of premisses comprises the whole of this study. 

12 So much, then, for apparent refutations. As for show- 
ing that the answerer is committing some fallacy, and 10 
drawing his argument into paradox — for this was the 
second item of the sophist’s programme “—in the first place, 
then, this is best brought about by a certain manner of 
questioning and through the question. For to put the 
question without framing it with reference to any definite 
subject is a good bait for these purposes : for people arc 
more inclined to make mistakes when they talk at large, 
and they talk at large when they have no definite subject 15 
before them. Also the putting of several questions, even 
though the position against which one is arguing be quite 
definite, and the claim that he shall say only what he thinks, 
create abundant opportunity for drawing him into paradox 
or fallacy, and also, whether to any of these questions he 
replies ‘ Yes ’ or replies ‘ No of leading him on to state- 
ments against which one is well off for a line of attack. 
Nowadays, however, men are less able ® to play foul by ao 
these means than they were formerly : for people rejoin 
with the question, ‘ What has that to do with the original 
subject ? ’ It is, too, an elementary rule for eliciting some 
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fallacy or paradox that one should never put a contro- 
versial question straight away, but say that one puts it from 
the wish for information : for the process of inquiry thus 
invited gives room for an attack. 

*5 A rule specially appropriate for showing up a fallacy is 
the sophistic rule, that one should draw the answerer on to 
the kind of statements against which one is well supplied 
with arguments: this can' be done both properly and 
improperly, as was said before.® 

Again, to draw a paradoxical statement, look and see to 
what school of philosophers the person arguing with you 
30 belongs, and then question him as to some point wherein 
their doctrine is paradoxical to most people : for with every 
school there is some point of that kind. It is an elemen- 
tary rule in these matters to have a collection of the special 
‘ theses ’ of the various schools among your propositions. 
The solution recommended as appropriate here, too, is to 
point out that the paradox does not come about because of 
the argument : whereas this is what his opponent always 
35 really wants. 

Moreover, argue from men’s wishes and their professed 
opinions. For people do not wish the same things as they 
say they wish : they say what will look best, whereas they 
wish what appears to be to their interest : e. g. they say that 
a man ought to die nobly rather than to live in pleasure, 
173“ and to live in honest poverty rather than in dishonourable 
riches ; but they wish the opposite. Accordingly, a man 
who speaks according to his wishes must be led into stating 
the professed opinions of people, while he who speaks 
according to these must be led into admitting those that 
S people keep hidden away : for in either case they are 
bound to introduce a paradox ; for they will speak con- 
trary either to men’s professed or to their hidden opinions. 

The widest range of common-place argument for leading 
men into paradoxical statement is that which depends on 
the standards of Nature and of the Law : it is so that both 
Callicles is drawn as arguing in the Gorgias^ and that all 
the men of old supposed the result to come about: for 
> 172*’ 26. Read e<rn. * Top, ii. 5. ’ 482 E- 
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nature (they said) and law are opposites, and justice is a fine lo 
thing by a legal standard, but not by that of nature. 
Accordingly, they said, the man whose statement agrees 
with the standard of nature you should meet by the stan- 
dard of the law, but the man who agrees with the law by 
leading him to the facts of nature : for in both ways para- 
doxical statements may be committed. In their view the 
standard of nature was the truth, while that of the law was is 
the opinion held by the majority. So that it is clear that 
they, too, used to try either to refute the answerer or to 
make him make paradoxical statements, just as the men of 
to-day do as well. 

Some questions are such that in both forms the answer 
is paradoxical ; e. g. ‘ Ought one to obey the wise or one's ao 
father ? ’ and ‘ Ought one to do what is expedient or what 
is just ? ’ and ‘ Is it preferable to suffer injustice or to do an 
injury ? ’ You should lead people, then, into views oppo- 
site to the majority and to the philosophers ; if any one 
speaks as do the expert reasoners, lead him into opposition 
to the majority, while if he speaks as do the majority, then 
into opposition to the reasoners. For some say that of >5 
necessity the happy man is just,w'hereas it is paradoxical to 
the many that a king should not be happy. To lead a man 
into paradoxes of this sort is the same as to lead him into 
the opposition of the standards of nature and law : for the 
law represents the opinion of the majority, whereas philo- 
sophers speak according to the standard of nature and 30 
the truth. 

13 Paradoxes, then, you should seek to elicit by means of 
these common -place rules. Now as for making any one 
babble, we have already said what we mean by ‘ to babble 
This is the object in view in all arguments of the following 
kind : If it is all the same to state a term and to state its 
definition, the ‘ double ’ and ‘ double of half are the same : 35 
if then ‘double’ be the ‘double of half, it will be the 
‘ double of half of half ’. And if, instead of ‘ double ', ‘double 
of half be again put, then the same expression will be 
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repeated three times, ‘ double of half of half of half. Also 
‘ desire is of the pleasant, isn’t it ? ’ But desire is conation 
for the pleasant : accordingly, ‘ desire ’ is ‘ conation for the 
40 pleasant for the pleasant 

173'’ All arguments of this kind occur in dealing (i) with any 
relative terms which not only have relative genera, but are 
also themselves relative, and are rendered in relation to one 
and the same thing, as e. g. conation is conation for some- 
thing, and desire is desire of something, and double is 
5 double of something, i. e. double of half : also in dealing (2) 
with any terms which, though they be not relative terms at 
all, yet have their substance, viz. the things of which they 
are the states or affections or what not, indicated as well in 
their definition, they being predicated of these things. Thus 
e. g. ‘ odd ’ is a ‘ number containing a middle ' : but there is 
an ‘ odd number ’ : therefore there is a ‘ number-containing-a- 
10 middle number ’. Also, if snub-ness be a concavity of the 
nose, and there be a snub nose, there is therefore a ‘ con- 
cave-nose nose ’. 

People sometimes appear to produce this result, without 
really producing it, because they do not add the question 
whether the expression ‘ double ’, just by itself, has any 
meaning or no, and if so, whether it has the same meaning, 
or a different one ; but they draw their conclusion straight 
ij away. Still it seems, inasmuch as the word is the same, to 
have the same meaning as well. 


We have said before what kind of thing ‘ solecism ’ is.' 14 
It is possible both to commit it, and to seem to do so with- 
out doing so, and to do so without seeming to do so. Sup- 
pose, as Protagoras used to say, that /iiji'ir (‘wrath’) and 
ao helmet’) are masculine: according to him a man 

who calls wrath a ‘ destructress ’ [oiXo/jiiviji') commits a sole- 
cism, though he does not seem to do so to other people, 
whereas he who calls it a ‘ destructor ’ {ovXofifvov) commits 
no solecism though he seems to do so. It is clear, then, 
that any one could produce this effect by art as well : and 
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for this reason many arguments seem to lead to solecism 
which do not really do so, as happens in the case of refuta- 
tions. 

Almost all apparent solecisms depend upon the word 
‘ this ’ (rdSe), and upon occasions when the inflection 
denotes neither a masculine nor a feminine object but a 
neuter. For ^ ‘ he ’ (ovtos) signifies a masculine, and ‘ she ’ 
{aliTTi) a feminine; but ‘this’ (rovro), though meant to 
signify a neuter, often also signifies one or other of the 
former: e. g. ‘What is this?’ ‘It is Calliope’; ‘it is aa* 
log ’ ; ‘ it is Coriscus ’. Now in the masculine and feminine 
the inflections are all different, whereas in the neuter some 
are and some are not. Often, then, when ‘ this ’ (tovto) has 
been granted, people reason as if ‘ him ’ (rovrot') had been 
said: and likewise also they substitute one inflection for 
another. The fallacy comes about because ‘ this ’ (tovto) 
is a common form of several inflections : for ‘ this ’ signi- 35 
fies sometimes ‘ he ' (oCroy) and sometimes ‘ him ’ (tovtov). 

It should signify them alternately ; when combined with 
‘ is ' (ecTTi) it should be ‘ he while with ‘ being ’ it should be 
‘ him ’ : e. g. ‘ Coriscus (Kopi'a-Kot) is ’, but ‘ being Coriscus ’ 
{KopitTKov). • It happens in the same way in the case of 
feminine nouns as well, and in the case of the so-called 
‘ chattels ’ that have feminine or masculine designations. 40 
For only those names which end in -0 and v, have the 174* 
designation proper to a chattel, e. g. ^v\ov log’), (rxoiviov 
(‘ rope ’) ; those which do not end so have that of a mascu- 
line or feminine object, though some of them we apply to 
chattels : e. g. do-Koy (‘ wine-skin ’) is a masculine noun, and 
kXivi] (‘ bed ') a feminine. For this reason in cases of this 
kind as well there will be a difference of the same sort 
between a construction with ' is’ (eort) or with ‘being’ (to 5 
elvai). Also, Solecism resembles in a certain way those 
refutations which are said to depend on the like expression 
of unlike things. For, just as there we come upon a 
material solecism, so here we come upon a verbal : for 
‘ man ’ is both a ‘ matter ’ for expression and also a ‘ word ’ : 
and so is ‘ white ’. 
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10 It is clear, then, that for solecisms we must try to con- 
struct our argument out of the aforesaid inflections. 

These, then, are the types of contentious arguments, and 
the subdivisions of those types, and the methods for con- 
ducting them aforesaid. But it makes no little difference if 
the materials for putting the question be arranged in a 
certain manner with a view to concealment, as in the case of 
15 dialectics. Following then upon what we have said, this 
must be discussed first. 

With a view then to refutation, one resource is length — 15 
for it is diflScult to keep several things in view at once ; and 
to secure length the elementary rules that have been stated 
before ' should be employed. One resource, on the other 
hand, is speed ; for when people are left behind they look 
ao ahead less. Moreover, there is anger and contentiousness, 
for when agitated everybody is less able to take care of 
himself. Elementary rules for producing anger are to make 
a show of the wish to play foul, and to be altogether shame- 
less. Moreover, there is the putting of' one’s questions 
alternately, whether one has more than one argument lead- 
ing to the same conclusion, or whether one has arguments 
as to show both that something is so, and that it is not so : for 
the result is that he has to be on his guard at the same time 
either against more than one line, or against contrary lines, 
of argument. In general, all the methods described before * 
of producing concealment are useful also for purposes of 
contentious argument : for the object of concealment is to 
avoid detection, and the object of this is to deceive. 

30 To counter those who refuse to grant' whatever they 
suppose to help one's argument, one should put the question 
negatively, as though desirous of the opposite answer, or at 
any rate as though one put the question without prejudice ; 
for when it is obscure what answer one wants to secure, 
people are less refractory. Also when, in dealing with 
particulars, a man grants the individual case, when the 
induction is done ® you should often not put the universal 


1 5 s'" 26-157* 5. " i5S*’26-I57'‘S. 

174*34. Read f'lraynyiJiTa. 



CHAPTER XV 174* 

as a question, but take it for granted and use it : for some- 35 
times people themselves suppose that they have granted it, 
and also appear to the audience to have done so, for they 
remember the induction and assume that the questions could 
not have been put for nothing. In cases where there is no 
term to indicate the universal, still you should avail yourself 
of the resemblance of the particulars to suit your purpose ; 
for resemblance often escapes detection. Also, with a view 
to obtaining your premiss, you ought to put it in your^o 
question side by side with its contrary. E. g. if it were 174* 
necessary to secure the admission that ‘ A man should obey 
his father in everything ask ‘ Should a man obey his 
parents in everything, or disobey them in everything ? ’ ; and 
to secure that ‘ A number multiplied by a large number is 
a large number ask ‘ Should one agree that it is a large 
number or a small one ? ’ For then, if compelled to choose, 
one will be more inclined to think it a large one ; for the s 
placing of their contraries close beside them makes things 
look big to men, both relatively and absolutely, and worse 
and better. 

A strong appearance of having been refuted is often 
produced by the most highly sophistical of all the unfair 
tricks of questioners, when without proving anything, 
instead of putting their final proposition as a question, they w 
state it as a conclusion, as though they had proved that 
‘ Therefore so-and-so is not true ’. 

It is also a sophistical trick, when a paradox has been 
laid down, first to propose at the start some * view that is 
generally accepted, and then claim that the answerer shall 
answer what he thinks about it, and to put one’s question 
on matters of that kind in the form ‘ Do you think that . . . ? ’ 

For then, if the question be taken as one of the premisses 15 
of one’s argument, either a refutation or a paradox is bound 
to result ; if he grants the view, a refutation ; if he refuses 
to grant it or even to admit it as the received opinion, 
a paradox ; if he refuses to grant it, but admits that it is 
the received opinion, something very like a refutation, 
results. 
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Moreover, just as in rhetorical discourses, so also in those 
30 aimed at refutation, you should examine the discrepancies 
of the answerer’s position either with his own statements, 
or with those of persons whom he admits to say and do 
aright, moreover with those of people who are generally 
supposed to bear that kind of character, or who are like 
them, or with those of the majority or of all men. Also 
just as answerers, too, often, when they are in process of 
being confuted, draw a distinction, if their confutation is 
35 just about to take place, so questioners also should resort to 
this from time to time to counter objectors, pointing out, 
supposing that against one sense of the words the objection 
holds, but . not against the other, that they have taken it in 
the latter sense, as e.g. Cleophon does in the Mandrobulus} 
They should also break off their argument and cut down 
their other lines of attack, while in answering,® if a man 
perceives this being done beforehand, he should put in 
30 his objection and have his say first. One should also 
lead attacks sometimes against positions other than the 
one stated, on the understood condition that ® one cannot 
find lines of attack against the view laid down, as 
Lycophron did when ordered to deliver a eulogy upon the 
lyre. To counter those who demand ‘ Against what are 
you directing your effort ?'^, since one is generally thought 
bound to state the charge made, .while, on the other hand, 
35 some ways of stating it make the defence too easy,® you 
should state as your aim only' the general result that always 
happens in refutations,' namely the contradictioh* of his 
thesis — viz. that your effort is to deny what he has affirmed,’ 
or to affirm what he denied : don’t say that you are trying 
to show that the knowledge of contraries is, or is not, the 
same. One must not ask one's conclusion in the form of 

* Probably a dialogue by Speusippus ; cf. I. Bywater in Journal of 
Philology, xii. 21-30, and P. Lang, De Spewsippi Academici Scriptis, 

39-41.52. 
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a premiss, while some conclusions should not even be put as 
questions at all ; ^ one should take and use it as granted. 40 

16 We have now therefore dealt with the sources of questions, 175* 
and the methods of questioning in contentious disputations : 
next we have to speak of answering, and of how solutions 
should be made, and of what requires them, and of what use 
is served by arguments of this kind. 

The use of them, then, is, lor philosophy, two-fold. For S 
in the first place, since for the most part they depend upon 
the expression, they put us in a better condition for seeing 
in how many senses any term is used, and what kind of 
resemblances and what kind of differences occur between 
things and between their names. In the second place they 
are useful for one's own personal researches ; for the man who 10 
is easily committed to a fallacy by some one else,and does not 
perceive it, is likely to incur this fate of himself also on many 
occasions. Thirdly and lastly, they further contribute to 
one’s reputation, viz. the reputation of being well trained in 
everything, and not inexperienced in anything : for that a 
party to arguments should find fault with them, if he cannot 
definitely point out their weakness, creates a suspicion, 15 
making it seem as though it were not the truth of the matter 
but merely inexperience that put him out of temper. 

Answerers may clearly see how to meet arguments of 
this kind, if our previous account was right of the sources 
whence fallacies came, and also our distinctions adequate of 
the forms of dishonesty in putting questions.* But it is not 20 
the same thing to take an argument in one’s hand and then 
to see and solve its faults, as it is to be able to meet it 
quickly while being subjected to questions: for what we 
know, we often do not know in a different context. More- 
over, just as in other things speed ■’ is enhanced by training, 
so it is with arguments too, so that supposing we are un- 25 
practised, even though a point be clear to us, we are often 
too late for the right moment. Sometimes too it happens 
as with diagrams ; for there we can sometimes analyse the 
figure, but not construct it again : so too in refutations, 

* I74'*39* Read epta ov5* iparrjTfov as parenthetical. 
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though we know the thing on which the connexion of 
3 ° the argument depends, we still are at a loss to split the 
argument apart. 

First then, just as we say that we ought sometimes to 17 
choose to prove something in the general estimation rather 
than in truth, so also we have sometimes to solve arguments 
rather in the general estimation than according to the truth. 
For it is a general rule in fighting contentious persons, to 
treat them not as refuting, but as merely appearing to 
35 refute : for we say that they don’t really prove their case, 
so that our object in correcting them must be to dispel the 
appearance of it. For if refutation be an unambiguous 
contradiction arrived at from certain views, there could be 
no need to draw distinctions against amphiboly and ambi- 
guity : for they do not effect a proof. The only motive for 
drawing further distinctions is that the conclusion reached 
40 looks like a refutation. What, then, we have to beware of, 
is not being refuted, but seeming to be, because of course 
the asking of amphibolies and of questions >bat turn upon 
1^5*’ ambiguity, and all the other tricks of that kind, conceal 
even a genuine refutation, and make it uncertain who is 
refuted and who is not. For since one has the right at the 
end, when the conclusion is drawn, to say that the only 
5 denial made of one’s statement is ambiguous, no matter 
how precisely he may have addressed his argument to the 
very same point as oneself, it is not clear whether one has 
been refuted ; for it is not clear whether at the moment one 
is speaking the truth. If, on the other hand, one had drawn 
a distinction, and questioned him on the ambiguous term or 
the amphiboly, the refutation would not have been a matter 
of uncertainty. Also what is incidentally the object of 
contentious arg^ers, though less so nowadays than formerly, 
would have been fulfilled, namely that the person quesdoned 
10 should answer either ‘ Yes ’ or ‘ No ’ : whereas nowadays the 
improper forms in which questioners put their quesdons 
compel the party questioned to add something to his answer 
in correction of the faultiness of the proposition as put: 
for certainly, if the questioner distinguishes his meaning 
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adequately, the answerer is bound to reply either ‘ Yes ' 
or ‘No’. 

If any one is going to suppose that an argument which 15 
turns upon ambiguity is a refutation, it will be impossible 
for an answerer to escape being refuted in a sense : for in 
the case of visible objects one is bound of necessity to deny 
the term one has asserted, and to assert what one has 
denied. For the remedy which some people have for this 
is quite unavailing. They say, not that Coriscus is both 
musical and unmusical, but that this Coriscus is musical ao 
and this Coriscus unmusical. But this will not do, for to 
say ‘ this Coriscus ^ is unmusical ’, or ‘ musical and to say 
‘ this Coriscus ’ is so, is to use the same expression : and 
this he is both affirming and denying at once. ‘ But perhaps 
they do not mean the same.’ Well, nor did the simple 
name in the former case : so where is the difference ? ® If, 
however, he is to ascribe to the one person the simple as 
title ‘ Corisais ’, irhiJe to the other he is to add the preSx 
‘ one ’ or ‘ this ’, he commits an absurdity : for the latter is 
no more applicable to the one than to the other : for to 
whichever he adds it, it makes no difference. 

All the same, since if a man does not distinguish the senses 
of an amphiboly, it is not clear whether he has been confuted 
or has not been confuted, and since in arguments the right 
to distinguish them is granted, it is evident that to grant 30 
the question simply without drawing any distinction is 
a mistake, so that, even if not the man himself, at any rate 
his argument looks as though it had been refuted. It often 
happens, however, that, though they see the amphiboly, 
people hesitate to draw such distinctions, because of the 
dense crowd of persons who propose questions of the kind, 
in order that they may not be thought to be obstructionists 35 
at every turn : then, though they would never have sup- 
posed that that was the point on which the argument 
turned, they often find themselves faced by a paradox. 
Accordingly, since the right of drawing the distinction 
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is granted, one should not hesitate, as has been 
before.^ 

If people never made * two questions into one question, 
40 the fallacy that turns upon ambiguity and amphiboly would 
not have existed either, but either genuine refutation or 
none. For what is the difference between asking ‘ Are 
176“ Callias and Themistocles musical ? ’ and what one might 
have asked if they, being different, had had one name ? 
For if the term applied means more than one thing, he has 
asked more than one question. If then it be not right to 
demand simply to be given a single answer to two questions, 
it is evident that it is not proper to give a simple answer to 
5 any ambiguous question, not even if the predicate be true 
of all the subjects, as some claim that one should. For this 
is exactly as though he had asked ‘ Are Coriscus and 
Callias at home or not at home } ’, supposing them to be 
both in or both out : for in both cases there is a number of 
propositions : for though the simple answer be true, that 
10 does not make the question one. For it is possible for it to 
be true to answer even countless different questions when 
put to one, all together with either a * Yes ’ or a ‘ No ’ : but 
still one should not answer them with a single answer : for 
that is the death of discussion. Rather, the case is like as 
though different things had actually had the same name 
applied to them. If then, one should not give a single 
15 answer to two questions, it is evident that W'e should not 
say simply ‘ Yes ’ or ‘ No ’ in the case of ambiguous terms 
either : for the remark is simply a remark, not an answer 
at all, although among disputants such remarks are loosely 
deemed to be answers, because they do not see what the 
consequence is. 

As we said,® then, inasmuch as certain refutations are 
»o generally taken for such, though not such really, in the 
same way also certain solutions will be generally taken for 
solutions, though not really such. Now these, we say, 
must sometimes be advanced rather than the true solutions 
in contentious reasonings and in the encounter with ambi- 
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guity. The proper answer in saying what one thinks is to 
say ‘Granted’; for in that w'ay the likelihood of being 
refuted on a side issue is minimized. If, on the other hand, 15 
one is compelled to say something paradoxical, one should 
then be most careful to add that ‘ it seems ' so : for in that 
way one avoids the impression of being either refuted or 
paradoxical. Since it is clear what is meant by ‘ begging 
the original question and people think that they must at 
all costs overthrow the premisses' that lie near the con- 
clusion, and plead in excuse for refusing to grant him some 
of them that he is begging the original question, so when- 
ever any one claims from us a point such ® as is bound to 30 
follow as a consequence from our thesis, but is false or 
paradoxical, we must plead the same: for the necessary 
consequences are generally held to be a part of the thesis 
itself.® Moreover, whenever the universal has been secured 
not under a definite name, but by a comparison of instances, 
one should say that the questioner assumes it not in the 
sense in which it was granted nor in which he proposed it 
in the premiss ; for this too is a point upon which a refuta- 33 
tion often depends. 

If one is debarred from these defences one must pass to 
the argument that the conclusion has not been properly 
shown, approaching it in the light of the aforesaid distinction 
between the different kinds of fallacy.* 

In the case, then, of names that arc used literally one is 
bound to answer either simply or by drawing a distinction ; 
the tacit understandings implied in our statements, e. g. in 
answer to questions that are not put clearly but elliptically 40 
— it is upon this that the consequent refutation depends, 176^ 
For example, ‘ Is what belongs to Athenians the property 
of Athenians?’ Yes. ‘And so it is likewise in other 
cases. But observe ; man belongs to the animal kingdom, 
doesn’t he ? ’ Yes. ‘ Then man is . the property of 
the animal kingdom.’ But this is a fallacy: for we say 
that man ‘ belongs to ’ the animal kingdom because he is 
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5 an animal, just as we say that Lysander ‘ belongs to ’ the 
Spartans, because he is a Spartan. It is evident, then, that 
where the premiss put forward is not clear, one must not 
grant it simply. 

Whenever of two things it is generally thought that it 
the one is true the other is true of necessity, whereas, if the 
other is true, the first is not true of necessity, one should, 
10 if asked which of them is true,^ grant the smaller one ; for 
the larger the number of premisses, the harder it is to draw 
a conclusion from them. If, again, the sophist tries to 
secure that A has a contrary while B has not,* suppose 
what he says is true, you should say that each has a con- 
trary, only for the one there is no established name. 

Since, again, in regard to some of the views they express, 
I s most people would say that any one who did not admit 
them was telling a falsehood, while they would not say this 
in regard to some, e. g. to any matters whereon opinion is 
divided (for most people have no distinct view whether the 
soul of animals is destructible or immortal), accordingly (i) 
wherever it is uncertain in which of two senses the premiss 
proposed is usually meant — whether as maxims are (for 
people call by the name of* maxims ’ both true opinions and 
30 general assertions), or like the doctrine ‘ the diagonal of 
a square is incommensurate with its side ’ : * and moreover 
(a) whenever opinions are divided as to the truth, we then 
have subjects of which it is very easy to change the 
terminology undetected. For because of the uncertainty in 
which of the two senses the premiss contains the truth, one 
will not be thought to be playing any trick, while because of 
the division of opinion, one will not be thought to be telling 
a falsehood. Change the terminology therefore, for the 
as change * will make the position irrefutable. 

Moreover, whenever one foresees any question coming, 
one should put in one's objection and have one’s say before- 
hand : for by doing so one is likely to embarrass the ques- 
tioner most effectually. 
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Inasmuch as a proper solution is an exposure of false 
reasoning, showing on what kind of question the falsity 30 
depends, and whereas ‘ false reasoning ’ has a double mean- 
ing — for it is used either if a false conclusion has been 
proved, or if there is only an apparent proof and no real 
one — there must be both the kind of solution just described,' 
and also the correction of a merely apparent proof, so as to 
show upon which of the questions the appearance depends. 

Thus it comes about that one solves arguments that are 35 
properly reasoned by demolishing them, whereas one 
solves merely apparent arguments by drawing distinctions. 
Again, inasmuch as of arguments that are properly reasoned 
some have a true and others a false conclusion, those that 
are false in respect of their conclusion it is possible to solve 
in two ways ; for it is possible both by demolishing one of 
the premisses asked, and by showing that the conclusion is 40 
not the real state of the case : those, on the other hand, that 177* 
are false in respect of their premisses can be solved only by 
a demolition of one of them ; for the conclusion is true. So 
that those who wish to solve an argument should in the 
first place look and see if it is properly reasoned, or is 
unreasoned ; and next, whether the conclusion be true or 
false, in order that we may effect the solution either by 
drawing some distinction or by demolishingsomething, and 5 
demolishing it either in this way or in that, as was laid down 
before.® There is a very great deal of difference between 
solving an argument when being subjected to questions and 
when not : for to foresee traps is difficult, whereas to see 
them at one’s leisure is easier. 

Of the refutations, then, that depend upon ambiguity and 
amphiboly some contain some question with more than one 10 
meaning, while others contain a conclusion bearing a 
number of senses : e. g. in the proof that ' speaking of the 
silent ’ is possible, the conclusion has a double meaning, 
while in the proof that ‘ he who knows does not understand 
what he knows ' one of the questions contains an amphiboly. 

Also the double-edged saying is true in one context but 
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15 not in another : it means something that is and something 
that is not. 

Whenever, then, the many senses lie in the conclusion no 
refutation takes place unless the sophist secures as well the 
contradiction of the conclusion he means to prove ; e. g. in 
the proof that ‘ seeing of the blind ’ is possible : for without 
the contradiction there was no refutation. Whenever, 
on the other hand, the many senses lie in the questions, 
there is no necessity to begin by denying the double-edged 
premiss : for this was not the goal of the argument but 
30 only its support. At the start, then, one should reply with 
regard to an ambiguity, whether of a term or of a phrase, in 
this manner, that ‘ in one sense it is so, and in another not 
so as e. g. that ‘ speaking of the silent ’ is in one sense 
possible but in another not possible ; also that in one sense 
‘one should do what must needs be done’, but not in 
another : for ‘ what must needs be ’ bears a number of 
senses. If, however, the ambiguity escapes one, one should 
35 correct it at the end by making an addition to the ques- 
tion : ‘ Is speaking of the silent possible ? ’ ‘ No, but to 
speak of ^ while he is silent is possible.' Also, in cases 
which contain the ambiguity in their premisses, one should 
reply in like manner : ‘ Do people then not understand 
what they know ? ’ ^ ‘ Yes, but not those who know it in 
the manner described ’ : for it is not the same thing to say 
that ‘ those who know cannot understand what they know’, 
and to say that ‘ those who know something in this particu- 
30 lar manner cannot do so In general, too, even though he 
draws his conclusion in a quite unambiguous manner, one 
should contend that what he has negated is not the fact 
which one has asserted but only its name; and that therefore 
there is no refutation. 

It is evident also how one should solve those refutations 20 
that depend upon the division and combination of words : 
for if the expression means something different when 
35 divided and when combined, as soon as one’s opponent 
draws his conclusion one should take the expression in the 
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contrary way. All such expressions as the following 
depend upon the combination or division of the words : 

‘ Was X being beaten with that with which you saw him 
being beaten ? ’ and ‘ Did you see him being beaten with 
that with which he was being beaten ? ’ This fallacy has 
also in it an element of amphiboly in the questions, but it 177** 
really depends upon combination. For the meaning that 
depends upon the division of the words is not really 
a double meaning (for the expression when divided is not 
the same),* unless also the word that is pronounced, accord- 
ing to its breathing, as opos and opoy is a case of double 
meaning. (In writing, indeed, a word is the same when- 
ever it is written of the same letters and in the same manner 5 
— and even there people nowadays put marks at the side 
to show the pronunciation — but the spoken words are not 
the same.) Accordingly an expression that depends upon 
division is not an ambiguous one. It is evident also that 
not all refutations depend upon ambiguity as some people 
say they do. 

The answerer, then, must divide the expression : for ‘I- 10 
saw-a-man-being-beaten with my eyes ’ is not the same as 
to say ‘ I saw a man being-beaten-with-my-eyes Also 
there is the argument of Euthydemus proving ‘ Then you 
know now in Sicily that there are triremes in Piraeus ’ : ® 
and again, ‘ Can a good man who is a cobbler be bad ? ’ 
‘No.’ ‘But a good man may be a bad cobbler: therefore 
a good cobbler will be bad.’ Again, ‘ Things the know- 15 
ledge of which is good, are good things to learn, aren’t 
they ? ’ ‘ Yes.' ‘ The knowledge, however, of evil is good : ® 
therefore evil is a good thing to know.’ ‘ Yes. But, you 
see, evil is both evil and a thing-to-learn, so that evil is an 
evil-thing-to-learn, although the knowledge of evils is good.’ 
Again, • Is it true to say in the present moment that you »o 
are born ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ Then you are born in the present 
moment’ ‘ No ; the expression as divided has a different 

* 177*’ 2 oi yap . . . Siatpaipfvos is parenthetic. 
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meaning : for it is true to say-in-the-present-moment that 
“you are born”, but not “You are born-in-the-present- 
moment Again, ‘ Could you do what you can, and as you 
can ? ’ ' Yes.’ ‘ But when not harping, you have the power 
to harp : and therefore you could harp when not harping.’ 

*5 ‘ No : he has not the power to harp-while-not-harping ; 
merely, when he is not doing it, he has the pow'er to do it.’ 

Some people solve this last refutation in another way 
as well. For, they say, if he has granted that he can do 
anything in the w’ay he can, still it does not follow that 
he can harp when not harping : for it has not been granted 
that he wdll do anything in every w'ay in which he can ; and 

3° it is not the same thing ‘ to do a thing in the way he can ’ 
and ‘ to do it in every way in which he can ’. But evidently 
they do not solve it properly : for of arguments that depend 
upon the same point the solution is the same, whereas this 
will not fit all cases of the kind nor yet all ways of putting 
the questions : it is valid against the questioner, but not 
against his argument. 

35 Accentuation gives rise to no fallacious arguments, either ai 
as written or as spoken, except perhaps some few that 
might be made up ; e. g. the following argument. ‘ Is o 5 
KaTaXvui a house ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ Is then ov KaraXveis the 
178® negation of KoraAi/eiy ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ * But you said that ov 

KaraXveii is a house : therefore the house is a negation.’ 
How one should solve this, is clear : for the w'ord does not 
mean the same when spoken with an acuter and when 
spoken with a graver accent. 

It is clear also how one must meet those fallacies that 22 
5 depend" on the id.entical expression of things that are not 
identical, seeing that we are in possession of the kinds of 
predications. For the one man, say, has granted, when 
asked, that a term denoting a substance does not belong as 
an attribute, while the other has shown that some attribute 
belongs which is in the Category of Relation or of Quantity, 
but is usually thought to denote a substance because of its 
expression ; e. g. in the following argument : ‘ Is it possible 
to be doing and to have done the same thing at the same 
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time ? ’ ‘ No.’ ‘ But, you see, it is surely possible to be m 
seeing and to have seen the same thing at the same time, 
and in the same aspect.' Again, ‘ Is any mode of passivity 
a mode of activity ? ’ ‘ No.’ ‘ Then “ he is cut ", “ he is 
burnt ", “ he is struck by some sensible object ’’ are alike in 
expression and all denote some form of passivity, while 
again “ to say ”, “ to run ", “ to see ’’ are like one another in 
expression : but, you see, “ to see ” is surely a form of being 15 
struck by a sensible object ; therefore it is at the same time 
a form of passivity and of activity.’ Suppose, howcTCr, 
that in that case any one, after granting that it is not 
possible to do and to have done the same thing in the same 
time, were to say that it is possible to see and to have 
seen it, still he has not yet been refuted, suppose him to say 
that ‘ to see ' is not a form of ‘ doing ' (activity) but of 
‘ passivity ’ : for this question is required as well, though 
he is supposed by the listener to have already granted it, *0 
when he granted that • to cut ’ is a form of present, and ‘ to 
hav'e cut ’ a form of past, activity, and so on with the other 
things that have a like expression. For The listener adds 
the rest by himself, thinking the meaning to be alike: 
whereas really the meaning is not alike, though it appears 
to be so because of the expression. The same thing 
happens here as happens in cases of ambiguity ; for in *5 
dealing with ambiguous expressions the tyro in argument 
supposes the sophist to have negated the fact which he tthe 
tyro) affirmed, and not merely the name : whereas there still 
wants the question whether in using the ambiguous term 
he had a single meaning in view : for if he grants that that 
was so, the refutation will be effected. 

Like the above are also the following arguments. It is 
asked if a man has lost what he once had and afterwards 30 
has not : for a man will no longer have ten dice even though 
he has only lost one die. No : rather it is that he has lost 
what he had before and has not now; but there is no 
necessity for him to have lost as much or as many things 
as he has not now. So then, he asks the questions as to 
what he has, and draws the conclusion as to the whole 
number that he has : for ten is a number. If then he had 
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asked to begin with, whether a man no longer having the 
33 number of things he once had has lost the whole number, 
no one would have granted it, but would have said ‘ Either 
the whole number or one of them Also there is the 
argument that ‘ a man may give what he has not got ' : for 
he has not got only one die. No : rather it is that he has 
given, not wAat he had not got, but in a manner in •which 
he had not got it, viz. just the one. For the word ‘ only ’ 
does not signify a particular substance or quality or number, 
178** but a manner of relation, e. g. that it is not coupled with 
any other. It is therefore just as if he had asked ‘ Could 
a man give what he has not got ? ’ and, on being given the 
answer ‘ No ’, were to ask if a man could give a thing 
quickly when he had not got it quickly, and, on this being 
granted, were to conclude that ‘ a man could give what he 
had not got'. It is quite evident that he has not proved 
5 his point : for to ‘ give quickly ’ is not to give a thing, but 
to give in a certain manner ; and a man could certainly give 
a thing in a manner in which he has not got it, e. g. he 
might have got it with pleasure and give it with pain. 

Like these are also all arguments of the following kind : 
‘ Could a man strike a blow' with a hand w'hich he has not 
got, or see with an eye which he has not got ? ’ For he has 
10 not got only one eye. Some people solve this case, where 
a man has more than one eye, or more than one of any- 
thing else, by saying also that he has only one. Others 
■also solve it as they solve the refutation of the view that 
‘ what a man has, he has received ’ : for gave only one 
vote ; and certainly B, they say, has only one vote from A. 
Others, again, proceed by demolishing straight aw’ay the 
proposition asked, and admitting that it is quite possible 
to have what one has not received ; e. g. to have received 
15 sweet wine, but then, owing to its going bad in the course 
of receipt, to have it sour. But, as was said also above,' 
all these persons direct their solutions against the man, not 
against his argument. For if this were a genuine solution, 
then, suppose any one to grant the opposite, he could find 
no solution, just as happens in other cases ; e. g. suppose 
’ 177" 3 »• 
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the true solution to be ‘ So-and-so is partly true and partly 
not then, if the anwerer grants the expression without jo 
any qualification, the sophist’s conclusion follows. If, on 
the other hand, the conclusion does not follow, then that 
could not be the true solution : and what we say in regard 
to the foregoing examples is that, even if all the sophist’s 
premisses be granted, still no proof is effected. 

Moreover, the following too belong to this group of 
arguments. ‘ If something be in writing did some one write 35 
it ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But it is now in writing that you are seated — 
a false statement, though it was true at the time when it was 
written : therefore the statement that was written is at the 
same time false and true.’ But this is fallacious, for the 
falsity or truth of a statement or opinion indicates not a 
substance but a quality : for the same account applies to the 
case of an opinion as well. Again, ‘Is what a learner 
learns what he learns ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But suppose some one 30 

learns “ slow ” quick ’. Then his (the sophist’s) words 
denote not wAai the learner learns but Aow he learns it. 

Also, ‘ Does a man tread upon what he walks through ? ’ 

' Yes.’ ‘ But AT walks through a whole day.’ No, rather 
the words denote not what he walks through, but when he 
walks ; just as when any one uses the words ‘ to drink the 
cup ' he denotes not what he drinks, but the vessel out of 
which he drinks. Also, ‘ Is it either by learning or by dis- 
covery that a man knows what he knows ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ * But 
suppose that of a pair of things he has discovered one and 35 
learned the other, the pair is not known to him by either 
method.' No ; ‘ what ’ he knows, means ‘ every single 
thing’ he knows, individually; but this does not* mean 
' all the things ’ he knows, collectively. Again, there is the 
proof that there is a ‘ third man ’ distinct from Man and 
from individual men. But that is a fallacy, for ‘ Man ’, and 
indeed every general predicate, denotes not an individual 
substance, but a particular quality, or the being related to 
something in a particular manner ®, or something of that sort. 
Likewise also in the case of'Coriscus’ and ‘Coriscus the 179* 
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musician ’ there is the problem, ‘ Are they the same or 
different ? ’ For the one denotes an individual substance 
and the other a quality, so that it cannot be isolated ; though 
it is not the isolation which creates the ‘ third man ',but the 
admission that it is an individual substance. F or ‘ Man ’ can- 
5 not l^e an individual substance, as Callias is.^ Nor is the case 
improved one whit even if one were to call the element he 
has isolated not an individual substance but a quality : for 
there will still be the one beside the many, just as ‘ Man ' 
was. It is evident then that one must not grant that what 
is a common predicate applying to a class universally is an 
individual substance, but must say that it denotes either a 
lo quality, or a relation, or a quantity, or something of that kind. 

It is a general rule in dealing with arguments that depend 33 
on language that the solution always follows the opposite of 
the point on which the argument turns : e. g. if the argu- 
ment depends upon combination, then the solution consists 
in division ; if upon division, then in combination. Again, 
if it depends on an acute accent, the solution is a grave 
15 accent ; if on a grave accent, it is an acute. If it depends on 
ambiguity, one can solve it by using the opposite term ; 
e. g. if you find yourself calling something inanimate,“ 
despite your previous denial that it was so, show in what 
sense it is alive : if, on the other hand, one has declared it 
to be inanimate and the sophist has proved it to be animate, 
say how it is inanimate. Likewise also in a case of amphi- 
aoboly. If the argument depends on likeness of expression, 
the opposite will be the solution. ‘ Could a man give what 
he has not got ? ’ • No, not what he has not got ; but he 
could give it in a way in which he has not got it, e. g. one 
die by itself.’ Does a man know either by learning or by 
discovery each thing that he knows, singly ? * Yes, but not 
the things that he knows, collectively.’ Also a man treads, 
perhaps, on any thing he walks through, but not on the 
time he walks through. Likewise also in the case of the 
95 other examples. 
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34 In dealing- with arguments that depend on Acddent, one 
and the same solution meets all cases. Fw since it is 
indeterminate when an attribute should be ascribed to a 
thing, in cases where it belongs to the accident of the thing, 
and since in some cases it is generally agreed and people 
admit that it belongs, while in others they deny that it need 
belong, we should therefore, as soon as the conclnsiott has ja 
been drawn,’ say in answer to them all alike, that there is 
no need for such an attribute to belong. One must, how- 
ever, be prepared to adduce an example of the kind of 
attribute meant. All arguments such as the following 
depend upon Accident. ‘ Do you know what I am going 
to ask you ? ’ ‘ Do you know the man who is approaching 
or ‘ the man in the mask ' ? 'Is the statue your work of 
art ? ’ or ‘Is the dog your father }'■ ' Is the product of a 35 
email number with a small number a small number ?' For 
it is evident in all these cases that there is no necessity for 
the attribute which is true of the thing’s accident to be trae 
of the thing as well. For only to things that are indis- 
tinguishable and one in essence is it generally agreed that 
all the same attributes belong ; whereas in the case of a 
good thing, to be good is not the same as to be going to 
be the subject of a question ; nor in the case ot a man 179^ 
approaching, or wearing a mask, is ‘ to be approaching the 
same thing as ‘ to be Coriscus so that suppose I know 
Coriscus, but do not know the man who is approaching, it 
still isn’t the case that I both know and do not know the 
same man ; nor, again, if this is mine and is also a work of 
art, is it therefore my work of art, but my property or thing 5 
or something else. (The solution is after the same manner 
in the other cases as well.) 

Some solve these refutations by demolishing the original 
proposition asked : for they say that it is possible to know 
and not to know the same thing, only not in the saii» 
respect : accordingly, when they don’t know the man who s 
coming towards them, but do know Coriscus, they assert 
that they do know and don't know the same object, but not 10 
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in the same respect. Yet, as we have already remarked,^ 
the correction of arguments that depend upon the same 
point ought to be the same, whereas this one will not stand 
if one adopts the same principle in regard not to knowing 
something, but to being, or to being in a certain state, e. g. 
15 suppose that jY is a father, and is also yours : for if in some 
cases this is true and it is possible to know and not to know 
the same thing, yet with that case the solution stated has 
nothing to do. Certainly there is nothing* to prevent the 
same argument from having a number of flaws ; but it is 
not the exposition of any and every fault that constitutes a 
solution : for it is possible for a man to show that a false con- 
clusion has been proved, but not to show on what it depends, 
e. g. in the case of Zeno’s argument to prove that motion is 
10 impossible. So that even if any one were to try to establish 
that this doctrine is an impossible one, he still is mistaken, 
and even if he proved his case ten thousand times over, still 
this is no * solution of Zeno’s argument ; for the solution 
was all along an exposition of false reasoning, showing on 
what its falsity depends. If then he has not proved his case, 
or is trying to establish even a true proposition, or a false 
35 one, in a false manner,* to point this out is a true solution. 
Possibly, indeed, the present suggestion may very well 
apply in some cases : but in these cases, at any rate, not 
even this would be generally agreed : for he knows both 
that Coriscus is Coriscus and that the approaching figure is 
approaching. To know and not to know the same thing is 
generally thought to be possible, when e. g. one knows that 
30 X is white, but does not realize that he is musical : for in 
that way he does know and not know the same thing, 
though not in the same respect. But as to the approach- 
ing figure and Coriscus he knows both that it is approaching 
and that he is Coriscus. 

A like mistake to that of those whom we have mentioned 
is that of those who solve the proof that every number is 
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a small number : for if, when the conclusion is not proved, 35 
they pass this over and say that a conclusion has been 
proved and is true, on the ground that every number is 
both great and small, they make a mistake. 

Some people also use the principle of ambiguity to solve 
the aforesaid reasonings, e. g. the proof that ‘ X is your 
father ’, or ‘ son ', or ‘ slave Yet it is evident that if the 
appearance of a proof depends upon a plurality of mean- i8o“ 
ings, the term, or the expression in question, ought to bear 
a number of literal senses, whereas no one speaks oi A ss 
being ‘ B's child ’ in the literal sense, if B is the child’s 
master, but the combination depends upon Accident. ‘ Is 
A yours ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ And is A a. child ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ Then 5 

the child A is yours,’ * because he happens to be both yours 
and a child ; but he is not ‘ your child ’. 

There is also the proof that ‘ something “ of evils ” is 
good ’ ; for wisdom is a ‘ knowledge “ of evils " '. But the 
expression that this is ‘of so-and-so’ (=‘ so-and-so’s ’) has 
not a number of meanings : it means that it is ' so-and-so’s 10 
property ’. We may suppose of course, on the other hand, 
that it has a number of meanings— for we also say that man 
is ‘ of the animals ’, though not their property ; and also 
that any term related to ‘ evils ’ in a way expressed by a 
genitive case is on that account a so-and-so ‘of evils’, 
though it is not one of the evils * — but in that case the 
apparently different meanings seem to depend on whether 
the term is used relatively or absolutely. ‘ Yet it is con- 
ceivably possible to find a real ambiguity in the phrase 
“ Something of evils is good ”.’ Perhaps, but not with 15 
regard to the phrase in question. It would occur more 
nearly, suppose that ‘ A servant is good of the wicked ’ ; 
though perhaps it is not quite found even there : for a thing 
may be * good ' and be ‘ X's ' without being at the same time 
‘ X's good ’. Nor is the saying that ‘ Man is of the animals ’ 
a phrase with a number of meanings : for a phrase does not 
become possessed of a number of meanings merely suppose ao 
we express it elliptically : for we express ‘ Give me the 
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Iliad ’ by quoting half a line of it, e. g. ‘ Give me “ Sing, 
goddess, of the wrath . . . 

Those arguments which depend upon an expression that 25 
is valid of a particular thing, or in a particular respect, or 
place, or manner, or relation, and not valid absolutely, 
should be solved by considering the conclusion in relation 
as to its contradictory, to see if any of these things can possibly 
have happened to it. For it is impossible for contraries 
and opposites and an affirmative and a negative to belong 
to the same thing absolutely ; there is, however, nothing to 
prevent each from belonging in a particular respect or rela- 
tion or manner, or to prevent one of them from belonging 
in a particular respect and the other absolutely. So that if 
this one belongs absolutely and that one in a particular 
30 respect, there is as yet no refutation. This is a feature one 
has to find in the conclusion by examining it in comparison 
with its contradictory. 

All arguments of the following kind have this feature : 

‘ Is it possible for what is-not to be ? ’ ‘ No.’ ‘ But, you 
see, it is something, despite its not being.''- Likewise also. 
Being will not be ; for it will noi be some particular form of 
3S being. ‘ Is it possible for the same man at the same time to 
be a keeper and a breaker of his oath ? ’ ‘ Can the same 
man at the same time both obey and disobey the same 
man ? ’ Or isn’t it the case that being something in particu- 
lar and Being are not the same ? On the other hand, Not- 
being, even if it be something, need not also have absolute 
‘being’ as W'ell. Nor if a man keeps his oath in this 
particular instance or in this particular respect, is he bound 
also to be a keeper of oaths absolutely, but he who swears 
180’’ that he will break his oath, and then breaks it, keeps this 
particular oath only ; he is not a keeper of his oath : nor is 
the disobedient man ‘obedient’, though he obeys one 
particular command. The argument is similar, also, as 
regards the problem whether the same man can at the same 
time say what is both false and true : but it appears to be 
a troublesome question because it is not easy to see in which 
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of the two connexions the word ‘ absolutely ’ is to be ren- 
dered ’ — with ‘ true ‘ or with ‘ false There is, however, 5 
nothing to prevent it from being false absolutely, though true 
in some particular respect or relation, i. e. being true in some 
things, though not ‘ true ’ absolutely. Likewise also in cases 
of some particular relation and place and time. For all 
arguments of the following kind depend upon this. ‘ Is 
health, or wealth, a good thing ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But to the fool 
who does not use it aright it is not a good thing : therefore 10 
it is both good and not good.’ ‘Is health, or political 
power, a good thing } ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But sometimes it is not 
particularly good : therefore the same thing is both good 
and not good to the same man.’ Or rather there is nothing 
to prevent a thing, though good absolutely, being not good 
to a particular man, or being good to a particular man, and 
yet not good now or here. ‘ Is that which the prudent man 15 
would not wish, an evil ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But to get rid of, he 
would not wish the good : therefore the good is an evil.' 

But that is a mistake ; for it is not the same thing to say 
‘ The good is an evil ’ and ‘ to get rid of the good is an 
evil ’. Likewise also the argument of the thief is mistaken. 

For it is not the case that if the thief is an evil thing, acquir- 
ing things is also evil : what he wishes, therefore, is not 
what is evil but what is good ; for to acquire something »o 
good is good. Also, disease is an evil thing, but not to get 
rid of disease. ‘Is the just preferable to the unjust, and 
what takes place justly to what takes place unjustly ? ’ 

‘ Yes.' ‘ But to be put to death unjustly is preferable.’ ‘ Is 
it just that each should have his own ? ' ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But what- 
ever decisions a man comes to on the strength of his 
personal opinion, even if it be a false opinion,* are valid in as 
law: therefore the same result is both just and unjust.’ 

Also, ‘ should one decide in favour of him who says what 
is just, or of him who says what is unjust ? ’® ‘ The former.’ 

‘ But, you see, it is just for the injured party also to say 
fully the things he has suffered; and these were unjust.’ 

* i8o'’ 4. Read a comma after An-Xffir. ’180’’ 25. Read 
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But these are fallacies. For because to suffer a thing 
unjustly is preferable, unjust ways are not therefore prefer- 
30 able to just ; but, absolutely, just ways are preferable, 
though in this particular case the unjust may very well be 
better than the jusf. Also, to have one's own is just, while 
to have what is another’s is not just : all the same, the 
decision in question may very well be a just decision, what- 
ever it be that the opinion of the man who gave the decision 
supports : for because it is just in this particular case or in 
this particular manner, it is not also just absolutely. Like- 
wise also, though things are unjust, there is nothing to pre- 
36 vent the speaking of them being just : for because to 
speak of things is just, there is no necessity that the things 
should be just, any more than because to speak of things 
be of use, the things need be of use. Likewise also in the 
case of what is just. So that it is not the case that because 
the things spoken of are unjust, the victory goes to him 
who speaks unjust things ; for he speaks of things that are 
just to speak of, though absolutely, i. e. to suffer, they are 
unjust. 

181* Refutations that depend on the definition of a refutation a6 
must, according to the plan sketched above,* be met by 
comparing together the conclusion with its contradictory, 
and seeing that it shall involve the same attribute in the 
same respect and relation and manner and time. If this 
5 additional question be put at the start, you should not 
admit that it is impossible for the same thing to be both 
double and not double, but grant that it is possible, only 
not in such a way as was agreed to constitute a refutation 
of your case. All the following arguments depend upon 
a point of that kind. ‘ Does a man who knows A to be 
know the thing called A ? ’ and in the same ivay, ‘ is one 
who is ignorant that A is A ignorant of the thing called A ? ’ 

10 ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But one who knows that Coriscus is Coriscus 
might be ignorant of the fact that he is musical, so that he 
both knows and is ignorant of the same thing.’ ' Is a thing 
four cubits long greater than a thing three cubits long ? ’ 
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‘ Yes.’ ‘ But a thing might grow from three to four cubits 
in length ; ’ now what is ‘ greater ’ is greater than a ‘ less ’ : 
accordingly the thing in question will be both greater and 
less than itself in the same respect.' 

27 As to refutations that depend on begging and assuming 15 
the original point to be proved, suppose the nature of the 
question to be obvious,® one should not grant it, even 
though it be a view generally held, but should tell him the 
truth. Suppose, however, that it escapes one, then, thanks 
to the badness of arguments of that kind, one should make 
one's error recoil upon the questioner, and say that he has 
brought no argument : for a refutation must be proved 
independently of the original point. Secondly, one should 
say that the point was granted under the impression th^t he 
intended not to use it as a premiss, but to reason against it,® ao 
in the opposite way from that adopted in refutations on side 
issues. 

a8 Also, those refutations that bring one to their Conclusion 
through the consequent you should show up in the course 
of the argument itself. The mode in which consequences 
follow is two-fold. For the argument either is that as the 
universal follows on its particular— as (e. g.) ‘ animal ’ 
follows from ‘ man ' — so does the particular on its 
universal : for the claim is made that if A is always found 25 
with By then B also is always found with A. Or else it 
proceeds by way of the opposites of the terms involved : 
for if A follows By it is claimed that A'% opposite will 
follow B's opposite. On this latter claim the argument of 
Melissus also depends ; for he claims that because that 
which has come to be has a beginning, that which has not 
come to be has none, so that if the heaven has not come to 
be, it is also eternal. But that is not so ; for the sequence 
is vice versa. 30 

29 In the case of any refutations whose reasoning depends 
on some addition, look and see if upon its subtraction the 

* 181*14. Read *aTn Toiro after owToO. 

® 181* 16. Read wvv6avoii4i/<fy &v ftir jj dr/Koy , — 

’ 181* 21. Read a comma after (rvXXoyiav/uVav, not after nivcaniov. 
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absurdity follows none the less : and then if so, the answerer 
should point this out, and say that he granted the addition 
not because he really thought it, but for the sake of the 
argument, whereas the questioner has not used it for the 
35 purpose of his argument at all. 

To meet those refutations which make several questions 30 
into one, one should draw a distinction between them 
straight away at the start. For a question must be single 
to which there is a single anstver, so that one must not 
affirm or deny several things of one thing, nor one thing 
of many, but one of one. But just as in the case ol 
ambiguous terms, an attribute belongs to a term sometimes 
181” in both its senses, and sometimes in neither, so that a 
simple answer does one, as it happens, no harm despite 
the fact that the question is not simple, so it is in these 
cases of double questions too. Whenever, then, the several 
attributes belong to the one subject, or the one to the many, 

5 the man who gives a simple answer encounters no obstacle 
even though he has committed this mistake: but when- 
ever an attribute belongs to one subject but not to the 
other, or there is a question of a number of attributes 
belonging to a number of subjects and in one sense both 
belong to both, while in another sense, again, they do not, 
then there is trouble, so that one must beware of this. 
Thus (e. g.) in the following arguments : Supposing A to 
10 be good and B evil, you will, if you give a single answer 
about both, be compelled to say that it is true to call these 
good, and that it is true to call them evil and likewise to 
call them neither good nor evil (for each of them has not 
each character), so that the same thing will be both good 
and evil and neither good nor evil. Also, since everything 
is the same as itself and different from anything else,* 
inasmuch as ® the man who answers double questions simply 
can be made to say that several things are ‘ the same ' not 
as other things but ‘ as themselves,' and also that they are 
different from themselves, it follows that the same things must 


' 181*’ 13. Read a comma after trcpov. 
’ iSi’’ 14. Read tmidfj for fire! 8’. 
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be both the same as and different from themselves.' More- 15 
over, if what is good becomes evil while what is evil is 
good,* then they must both become two. So of two unequal 
things each being equal to itself, it will follow that they are 
both equal and unequal to themselves. 

Now these refutations fall into the province of other 
solutions as well : for ‘ both ' and ‘ all ’ have more than one ao 
meaning, so that the resulting affirmation and denial of the 
same thing does not occur, except verbally : and this is not 
what we meant by a refutation. But it is clear that if there 
be not put a single question on a number of points, but the 
answerer has affirmed or denied one attribute only of one 
subject only, the absurdity will not come to pass. 

31 With regard to those who draw one into repeating the as 
same thing * a number of times, it is clear that one must not 
grant that predications of relative terms have any meaning 
in abstraction by themselves, e. g. that ‘ double ’ is a signifi- 
cant term apart from the whole phrase ‘double of half’ 
merely on the ground that it figures in it. For ten figures 
in ‘ ten minus one ' and ‘ do ’ in ‘ not do and generally the 30 
affirmation in the negation ; but for all that, suppose any 
one were to say, ‘ This is not white ’, he does not say that it 
is white. The bare word ‘ double ’, one may perhaps say, 
has not even any meaning at all, any more than has ‘ the ’ in 
‘ the half’ : and even if it has a meaning, yet it has not the 
same meaning as in the combination. Nor is ‘ knowledge ’ 
the same thing in a specific branch of it (suppose it, e. g., to 
be ‘ medical knowledge ’) as it is in general : for in general 35 
it was the ‘ knowledge of the knowable In the case of 
terms that are predicated of the terms through which they 
are defined, you should say the same thing,* that the term 
defined is not the same in abstraction as it is in the whole 
phrase. For ‘ concave ’ has a general meaning which is the 


' 181'’ 14-15 fTtpa aiirav . . . «awoIt trtpa. The Greek idiom _must 
here be kept, to bring about the contradiction : the English idiom 
‘ different from one another' avoids it. 

* 181*’ 15-16 « TO piv . . . (lyaddv «Vtii>,_ SC. as happens if you answer 
a double question about them together simply. 

’ 1 81'’ 25 Read tit (Wi) to nuro. 

‘ 181'’ 36 Read Tduio for toCto. 
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same in the case of a snub nose, and of a bandy leg, but 
when added to either substantive nothing prevents it from 
differentiating its meaning; in fact it bears one sense* as 
i8a‘ applied to the nose, and another as applied to the leg : for 
in the former connexion it means ‘ snub ’ and in the latter 
bandy-shaped ' ; i. e. it makes no difference whether you 
say ‘ a snub nose ’ or ‘ a concave nose Moreover, the 
expression must not be granted in the nominative case : for 
it is a falsehood. For snubness is not a concave nose but 
something (e. g. an affection) belonging to a nose : hence, 

5 there is no absurdity in supposing that the snub nose is 
a nose possessing the concavity that belongs to a nose. 

With regard to solecisms, we have previously said ^ what 33 
it is that appears to bring them about ; the method of their 
solution will be clear in the course of the arguments them- 
selves. Solecism is the result aimed at in all arguments of 
10 the following kind ; ‘ Is a thing truly that which you truly 
call it ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But, speaking of a stone, you call him real ® : 
therefore of a stone it follows that “ him is real No : rather, 

talking of a stone means not saying ‘ which ’ but ‘ whom ’, 
and not ‘ that ' but ‘ him ’. If, then, any one were to ask, ‘ Is 
a stone him whom you truly call him ? ' he would be 
generally thought not to be speaking good Greek, any more 
than if he were to ask, ‘ Is he what you call her ? ’ Speak in 
IS this way ^ of a ‘ stick ' or any neuter word, and the difference 
does not break out. For this reason, also, no solecism is 
incurred, suppose any one asks, ‘ Is a thing what you say it 
to be ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ But, speaking of a stick, you call it real : 
therefore, of a stick it follows that it is real.’ ‘ Stone ’, 
however, and ‘ he ’ have masculine designations. Now 
suppose some one were to ask, ‘ Can “ he ” be a " she " (a 
female) ? ’, and then again, ‘ Well, but is not he Coriscus ? ’ 

* 1821 1 Read (rijfiatVri. ’ 1 65** 20 f. 

' 182*11. 'Stone' (XlSos) being masculine in Greek. It has been 
necessary to deal rather freely with this passage, because ‘ stone ' 
is not inflected in Englisli. Literally, the Greek says, ‘ You declare 
something to be a stone (acc.) : something therefore is a stone ’ (still 
acc., though the change to oratio recta requires a change to the nom.). 

* 182*' 15 Read tinuv oi/Tcor. 
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‘ you understand that^ not of t/iat, of which you have under- 
standing so that you understand not ‘ of a stone but ‘ the 
stone 

Thus that arguments of this kind do not prove solecism 
but merely appear to do so, and both why they so appear 
S and how you should meet them, is clear from what has 
been said. 

We must also observe that of all the arguments aforesaid 33 
it is easier with some to see why and where the reasoning 
leads the hearer astray, while with others it is more difficult, 
though often they arc the same arguments as the former. 
For we must call an argument the same if it depends upon 
the same point ; but the same argument is apt to be thought 
10 by some to depend on diction, by others on accident, and 
by others on something else, because each of them, when 
worked with different terms, is not so clear as it was. 
Accordingly, just as in fallacies that depend on ambiguity, 
which are generally thought to be the silliest form of 
rs fallacy, some are clear even to the man in the street (for 
humorous phrases nearly all depend on diction ; e. g. ‘The 
man got the cart down from the stand ^ ’ ; and ‘ Where arc 
you bound ? ’ ‘To the yard arm ’ ; and ‘ Which cow will 
calve afore ? ' ‘ Neither, but both behind ; ’ and ‘ ts the 
North wind clear ? ’ ‘ No, indeed ; for it has murdered the 
ao beggar and the merchant.' ‘Is he a Goodenough-King? ' 

‘ No, indeed ; a Rob-son ’ : and so with the great majority of 
the rest as well),* while others appear to elude the most 
expert * (and it is a symptom of this that they often fight 
about their terms, e. g. whether the meaning of ‘ Being ’ 
and ‘ One ’ is the same in all their applications or different ; 
as for some think that ‘ Being ’ and ‘ One ' mean the same ; 

' An obscure joke : the phrase xara K\lpoKin probably 

contains a double pun, (i) to get the body of a car {Si<f)pos) taken offits 
chassis (xKipa^ = the notched support on top of the axle, on which 
the car rested), (2) to ‘come a sitter’ (di</>por = a seat) off a ladder 

(rXipn^). 

* 1 82’’ 22 Close the bracket, and read a comma instead of a full-stop 
after jrAflcroi. 

’ 182'’ 22 arpitmv ... 27 to ox is parenthetic (like 15 xtii yap-22 TrXtl- 
CTToi), and should be likewise enclosed in brackets, followed by a comma, 
the colon after XaxAixnx (1. 22) being removed. 
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while others solve the argument of Zeno and Parmenides 
by asserting that ‘ One ’ and ‘ Being ’ are used in a 
number of senses), likewise also as regards fallacies of 
Accident and each of the other types, some of the argu- 
ments will be easier to see while others are more difficult ; 
also to grasp to which class a fallacy belongs, and whether 30 
it is a refutation or not a refutation, is not equally easy in 
all cases. 

An incisive argument is one which produces the greatest 
perplexity: for this is the one with the sharpest fang. Now 
perplexity is two-fold, one which occurs in reasoned argu- 
ments, respecting which of the propositions asked one is to 
demolish, and the other in contentious arguments, respect- 3 S 
ing the manner in which one is to assent to what is pro- 
pounded. Therefore it is in syllogistic arguments that the 
more incisive ones produce the keenest heart-searching. 

Now' a syllogistic argument is most incisive if from premisses 
that are as generally accepted as possible it demolishes a 
conclusion that is accepted as generally as possible. For 
the one argument, if the contradictory is changed about, 
makes all the resulting syllogisms alike in character : for iSs* 
always from premisses that are generally accepted it will 
prove a conclusion, negative or positive as the case may be, 
that is just as generally accepted ; and therefore one is 
bound to feel perplexed.' An argument, then, of this kind 
is the most incisive, viz. the one that puts its conclusion on 
all fours with the propositions asked ; and second comes 
the one that argues from premisses, all of which are equally 
convincing ; for this W'ili produce an equal perplexity as to s 
what kind of premiss, of those asked, one should demolish. 

' iSz** 37-183“ 2. The nature of the syllogisms which produce this 
most ‘ incisive ' and perplexing form of argument by ‘ changing about 
the contradictory ’ (of the first conclusion established) may be illus- 
trated by Pacius’ example. Suppose the thesis maintained to be the 
exceedingly probable view that ' hfedea did not love her children the 
dialectician then argues 

I. All mothers love their children (exceedingly probable). 

Medea was a mother (exceedingly probable). 

.'. Medea loved her children (just as probable as, but utterly sub- 
versive of, the exceedingly probable thesis). 

Next, he constructs two syllogisms in which the contradictory of 
this conclusion (i. e. the original, and exceedingly probable, thesis) is 
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Herein is a diflSculty : for one must demolish something, 
but what one must demolish is uncertain. Of contentious 
arguments, on the other hand, the most incisive is the one 
which, in the first place, is characterized by an initial 
uncertainty whether it has been properly reasoned or not ; 
and also whether the solution depends on a false premiss 
or on the drawing of a distinction ; while, of the rest, the 
lo second place is held by that whose solution clearly depends 
upon a distinction or a demolition, and yet it does not 
reveal clearly which it is of the premisses asked, whose 
demolition, or the drawing of a distinction within it, will 
bring the solution about, but even leaves it vague whether 
it is on the conclusion or on one of the premisses that the 
deception ' depends. 

Now sometimes an argument which has not been properly 
15 reasoned is silly, supposing the assumptions required to be 
extremely contrary to the general view or false ; but some- 
times it ought not to be held in contempt. For whenever 
some question is left out, of the kind that concerns both the 
subject and the nerve of the argument, the reasoning that 
has both failed to secure this as well, and also failed to 
reason properly, is silly ; but when what is omitted is some 
extraneous question, then it is by no means to be lightly 
despised, but the argument is quite respectable, though the 
questioner has not put his questions well. 

Just as it is possible to bring a solution sometimes 

used in a changed position with each of the two original premisses in 
turn, to subvert the other: thus — 

II. All mothers love their children (exceedingly probable). 

Medea did not lo\e her children (exceedingly probable). 

.". Medea was not a mother (just as probable as, but subversive of, 
the exceedingly probable minor premiss of Syllogism I). 

III. Medea did not love her children (exceedingly probable), 

Medea was a mother (exceedingly probable). 

.'. Some mothers do not love their children (as probable as, but 
sub''ersrve of, the exceedingly probable premiss of Syllo- 
gism I). 

All three syllogisms are ‘ alike ’, in that each overthrows ^ 
exceedingly probable view by means of a conclusion based on exceed- 
ingly probable premisses, and therefore itself exceedingly probable. To- 
gether they produce the maximum of perplexity because, as a result, 
of each of three exceedingly probable propositions the contradictory 
has also been shown to be exceedingly probable. 

' 183'^ 12 Read 1) diram for avTi} (V. Pseudo-Alexander). 
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against the argument, at others against the questioner and 
his mode of questioning, and at others against neither of 
these, likewise also it is possible to marshal one's questions 
and reasoning both against the thesis, and against the 
answerer and against the time, whenever the solution as 
requires a longer time to examine than the period available.^ 

34 As to the number, then, and kind of sources whence 
fallacies arise in discussion, and how we are to show that 
our opponent is committing a fallacy and make him utter 
paradoxes ; moreover, by the use of what materials solecism 
is brought about, and how to question and what is the way 30 
to arrange the questions; moreover, as to the question 
what use is served by all arguments of this kind, and con- 
cerning the answerer’s part, both as a whole in general, and 
in particular how to solve arguments and solecisms on 
all these things let the foregoing discussion sufi&ce. It 
remains to recall our original proposal and to bring our 35 
discussion to a close with a few words upon it. 

Our programme was, then, to discover some faculty of 
reasoning about any theme put before us from the most 
generally accepted premisses that there are. For that is 
the essential task of the art of discussion (dialectic) and 
of examination (peirastic). Inasmuch, however, as it is 183’’ 
annexed to it, on account of the near presence of the art 
of sophistry (sophistic), not only to be able to conduct 
an examination dialectically but also with a show of 
knowledge, we therefore proposed for our treatise not 
only the aforesaid aim of being able to exact an account 
of any view, but also the aim of ensuring that in standing 5 
up to an argument we shall defend our thesis in the same 
manner by means of views as generally held as possible. 

The reason of this we have explained ; “ for this, too, was 
why Socrates used to ask questions and not to answer 
them ; for he used to confess that he did not know. 

* 183* 26 Omit TO Sta\txSijvM ir/Ms t!)v Xooik— clearly a marginal 
gloss on 4 \iaK (25). 

* 183*30 ovXXoyio'^of, 33 oiWwyiO’^owT : Read ooAotieio’^p and <ro- 
Xoioofiow (cf. 165*’ 19, 20). 

* 165* 19-27. 
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We have made clear, in the course of what precedes, the 
number both of the points with reference to which, and of 
the materials from which, this will be accomplished, and 
lo also from what sources we can become well supplied with 
these : we have shown, moreover, how to question or 
arrange the questioning as a whole, and the problems 
concerning the answers and solutions to be used against 
the reasonings of the questioner. We have also cleared up 
the problems concerning all other matters that belong to the 
same inquiry into arguments. In addition to this we have 
IS been through the subject of Fallacies, as we have already 
stated above.’ 

That our programme, then, has been adequately com- 
pleted is clear. But we must not omit to notice what has 
happened in regard to this inquiry. For in the case of all 
discoveries the results of previous labours that have been 
handed down from others have been advanced bit by bit 
by those who have taken them on, whereas the original 
ao discoveries generally make an advance that is small at 
first though much more useful than the development which 
later springs out of them. For it may be that in every- 
thing, as the saying is, ‘ the first start is the main part ’ ; 
and for this reason also it is the most difficult ; for in propor- 
tion as it is most potent in its influence, so it is smallest in 
as its compass and therefore most difficult to see: whereas 
when this is once discovered, it is easier to add and develop 
the remainder in connexion with it. This is in fact what 
has happened in regard to rhetorical speeches and to prac- 
tically all the other arts: for those who discovered the 
beginnings of them advanced them in all only a little way, 
30 whereas the celebrities of to-day arc the heirs (so to speak) of 
a long succession of men who have advanced them bit by 
bit, and so have developed them to their present fonn,Tisias 
coming next after the first founders, then Thrasymachus 
after Tisias, and Theodorus next to him, while several 
people have made their several contributions to it: and 
therefore it is not to be wondered at that the art has attained 
considerable dimensions. Of this inquiry, on the other 
‘ 183*27. 
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hand, it was not the case that part of the work had been js 
thoroughly done before, while part had not. Nothing 
existed at all. For the training given by the paid pro- 
fessors of contentious arguments was like the treatment of 
the matter by Gorgias. For they used to hand out speeches 
to be learned by heart, some rhetorical, others in the form 
of question and answer, each side supposing that their 
arguments on either side generally fall among them. And 184* 
therefore the teaching they gave their pupils was ready but 
rough. For they used to suppose that they trained people 
by imparting to them not the art but its products, as though 
any one professing that he would impart a form of know- 
ledge to obviate any pain in the feet, were then not to 5 
teach a man the art of shoe-making or the sources whence 
he can acquire anything of the kind, but were to present 
him with several kinds of shoes of all sorts: for he has 
helped him to meet his need, but has not imparted an art 
to him. Moreover, on the subject of Rhetoric there exists 
much that has been said long ago, whereas on the subject 184’* 
of reasoning we had nothing else of an earlier date to speak 
of at all, but were kept at work for a long time in experi- 
mental researches. If, then, it seems to you after inspec- 
tion that, such being the situation as it existed at the start, 
our investigation is in a satisfactory condition compared 
with the other inquiries that have been developed by tradi- 5 
tion, there must remain for all of you, or for our students, 
the task of extending us your pardon for the shortcomings 
of the inquiry, and for the discoveries thereof your warm 
thanks. 
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127*4 ‘ Full of air’ )(‘ empty’, 
IS2«> 19-24, 

Windlessness : air = calm . 
sea, io8» 1 1-12, s 24-6. 

Ajax, more like Achilles, and a 
better man, than Odysseus, 
1 17'’ 13, 16,24 

Alteration {aWmaaic), a species 
of ‘motion ’, 121*32 pleasure 
not an a , ib. 

Ambiguity, inevitable because 


things infinite, names finite, in 
no, 165*6-13 Importance of 
detecting, 108* 18 foil ‘ rules 
for, Bk I, ch 15 
As source of tests of accidents, 
no* as-i* 15 To be avoided in 
rendering Genus, 123*27-29, 
33-7, 127’’ 5-7 I in rendering a 
Property correctly (itnXut), 129'’ 
30 foil , or Its subject, 130* 15 
fol’ , in Definition, 139'’ 19 foil , 
148*23 '’23 One of most gene- 
ral and effective tests, 154* 18, 
20. A of term [Suopa), as opp a. 
of whole phrase (oXor 6 Xoyor), 
129*30-2 [Cf no'’ 16-17 and 
see Amphiboly ] 
ralhuy of A mbi(^ uUy, one of 6 
fallacious refutations dependent 
on diction, 165'’ 26 illustrated, 
165’’ 30-166*6, 14-21 rulesfor 
Its solution. Soph 11 , ch 19 and 
179*15-19 why deceptive, 

169* 22-5 Not all sophistical 
refutationsdependon ambiguity, 
177 '’ 7 9 (cf i79*’38-tbo*7 ) , 
only amphiboly and fallacy of 
‘ form of expression 168* 23-5 , 
resemblance between fallacies 
of a and form of expression, 
178* 24-28 Depends on latent 
‘double question’, 175'’ 39-41, 
176*14-15 Silliest type of 

fallacj, iba** 13-14 humorous 
exx of, 182'’ 15-21 

A in questions renders even 
genuine refutation disputable, 
175“ 40-'’ 14, 28-30 leads into 
paradox, 175'’ 33-7 
Ambiguous teims (v. esp Bk 1 , 
ch 15) ‘ same ’, 103* 7, 25-39, 

169” 25 ‘ good ’, 106* 4, 107* 5 

foil ‘ sharp’, 106* 13, 32, 107“ 
13, •' 14 , *3 ^«pv, 106“ 18, 

‘ fire ’ (xaXoi/), ic6* 20 , ‘ clear ’ 
(Xcuxuv) and ‘ obscure ’ (pfXnv), 
of sounds and colours, 106*25, 
•’5, 107*12, '>J4, 35, ‘dull’ 
(npPXut), 106* 32 . ‘ pleasure , 
106* 37 to ‘ love ’ (iftiKeiv), 106'’ 
2-4. ‘see’ (/3X*7r(ii<), io 6 '’i 5 . 
‘ have sense ’ (ala-OiuKobai), 106'’ 
23, cf 129*’ 33-4- ‘just’, 106'’ 
29: ‘healthy’, io6'’34, cf 
107'’ 8-12: ‘donkey' ( 3 vor), 
107* 1 9, 29 to be ‘ commensur- 
ably related to health ’ (o-u/i 
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/ifTput e^fiv Trims uyifiiiv), 107** 

8: ‘colour’, 107’’ 28: ‘desir- 
able’ (ti!/«Tdi/), IIS'" 27: ‘pas- 
sage into . . .’ ((lyayi'i c!s . . .), 
139’’ 21: ‘balance’ (iru/ipfrpi'u), 

1 39’’ 21 : ' unsupplantable ' (li/if- 
Tcijrrciiror),* nurse* (riflqwij), ‘ har- 
mony ’ (crufii^&iviii), 1 39’’ 33: 

‘ life ’ (in plants and animals), 
148*23 foil. (esp. 27 foil.): 
what ‘ needs to be ’ (ibnyitnuiv, 
Seor), 165*’ 35-8; litTiir and 
Kvojv, 1 66* 16: ‘being ’ and 
‘One’, 169*24, 170'' 21-2 (but 
cf. 182“ 24-7). 

Ambitious m,iii : def. = ‘ one who 
strives for honour ’ inadequate, 
US'* 23. 

Amphiboly : as test of Accident, 
110'' 16-111*7 (no technical 
name used : described as an 
ambiguity fitj kh 6 * onuit u/iiav, i 
riXXii kit’ iiXXiii' TpoTTiiv). To be 
avoided in lendering Property, 

1 29'’ 30 (again no tecliPical 
name : described as ambiguity 
of ‘the whole phrase’), 1 w, 

‘ the science of many things is 
one’, no'* 17: ‘immune at 
present from destruction ’ (de- 
scribed as rif«</)iii>Xoi<), 145'’ 34. 

Fallacy of Amphiboly ■ one of 
6 fallacious refutations depen- 
dent on diction, ids'* 26 : illus- 
tiated, 166*6-23: Its solution, 
Soph. El., ch. 19 and 179*15- 
20 : really depends on ' ambi- 
guity’, 168*23-5, 175*36-8; 
on concealed ‘ double question ’, 

1 7 s'" 39-41; renders even genu- 
ine refutation disputable, 175* 
41-'’ 8, 28-30. 

Analytics, the {Pitor), 162*11 
(II. 2); 162'’ 32 (II. i6): (Pos- 
terior), 153* II n. (II- 3-13): 
153*240, (II. 13); i65'>g. 

Anger (opyij) : def. = ‘ desire for 
vengeance on account of an ap- 
parent slight ’, 156* 32 : not def. 

= ‘ pain -f consciousness of be- 
ing slighted 151*15-16 (rela- 
tion being causal and not ex- 
pressible by + ) : not a kind of 
pain, I25*'29, 126*6-12; but 
the effect of pain, 125'’ 33-4: 

‘ pain ’ and ‘ conception of a 
slight ’ seem to have equal 


claims to be the geniis ot a., 
1 27'> 30 ; situated in the ‘ spiri- 
ted faculty’, 113*36: not fol- 
lowred by hatred, 113*35-*’ 3. 
To make answerer angry by ap- 
pearing unscru()ulous, a good 
trick in contentious argument, 
174* 30-3 ‘ Good temper ’ not 

def. = ‘ control of a. ’, I25*> 21-7. 

Animal: its piropeities (i) to 
‘ have sensation ’ (n'urBriinv 
fXtio), I29'>26-9: (2) to be 
‘ naturally sentient ’ (to aiablive- 
trUni irt^UKiir), 133*8-11, cf. 
137'’ 23-7: (contr., I29''33 -Si 
where disallowed as improperly 
evpiessed because of ambiguity 
of aiirSttviadtii = (a) aurbijirtv 
‘Xno (b) alardfiati ;(pi)irf)ai : but 
not disqualified as a property in 
former sense) : (3) ‘ sensation ’ 
(tu luaBui'ftrBm), belongs to it 
because it has species which 
partake of its nature (ru prn- 
^(trdm), 134*’ I, 138* 28. Not a 
propaty of it (i) actively to 
‘percei v e ’ (alirOui/ecrBiu — aitrb^irtt 
XiiijoBni of 129*’ 34), 138*6-8; 
(2) to be ‘a substance of which 
man is a species ’ (because vir- 
tually circular, and .-. uninstruc- 
tive), 131*4-6: (3) ‘son-rtunes 
to move and sometimes to 
stand still ’ (because not perma- 
nent), 131*35-7. «33'’3-4, 144” 
33-145* 1 : (4) to be ‘sensible’ 
(nlrrdiiTDv) or ‘ divisible ’ (pepi- 
rrtiv), 138*23-5- 

A. not a kind of ‘ perceptible ’ 
or' visible thing ’, 126*22-5 : its 
body only a pure of a., 126*26- 
9. An> thing of which a. is predi- 
cable IS ‘ an animal ’, 10^ 14- 
17 ; all animals either species of 
a., or individual animals, 

2-3 N o common type of life in 
a. and plant, 148*39-31. A. 
always take nutriment, but do 
not always grow, III*’ 2 5-6. 

Its diSf^erentiae: ‘walking 
biped ’, ‘ flying biped ’, 107*26- 
7, 111*26, 133*’ 7-1 1 (cf *1-5). 
i43*>i-2, I44*> 16-18, 22-4: 

* quadruped ’, 1 1 1* 26 : ‘ land- ’ 
and ‘aquatic’, US** 2, 144’' 36- 
145*1. (‘Walking’ a quality, 
not a kind, of a,, 128*25-9.) 
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A the genus of ‘ ox 102“ 39, 
144* 34 ; of bird ’ and ‘ raven 
lo7» 21 foil ; of ‘man’, io2‘ 
34-5, 38 (cf. ioi'> 29-34) , i44» 
34 , more familiar than ‘ man *, 
l4i'’29-34: not a property of 
man, 136* 19 foil., 137*23 foil 
cannot be differentia of any- 
thing, 143*32: a substance, 
103'’ 30-1 . ‘ A. that walks on 2 
feet ’ the defn. of ‘ man ’, 103* 
26-7 (cf. loi** 29-34) : the addi- 
tion ‘ six-feet high ' inadmis- 
sible, 140'’ 23-6. ‘ Flying biped 
a.’ the defn. of ‘ bird’, 107* 26-7. 

‘Idea’ of a (nuro faoi/), i43*> 
31 - 

Answerer hjs role )( questioner’s 
role, in dialectic, 159* 18-24' 
in contentious reasoning, 159* 
30-32. Rules how to answer, 
in dialectic. Ilk VIII, chh 5- 
10; in contentious reasoning. 
Soph. Cl , chh. 16-32 [v. itolu- 
itan]. May be required to cite 
objection, 157*35, 160'’ i [v 
Objection], to bring counter- 
argument ((immyti/Mii’l, see 
idol’s, 10, to furnish a divi- 
sion, if he refuses the one of- 
fered, 158*22-4 May ask for 
explanation of ambiguous 
phrase, 160* 18-22 ; or distin- 
guish Its meanings for himself, 
160* 26-8. To assent u ithout 
such distinctions a mistake, 
I7S*> 28-33, 3S-9; though an- 
swerers shy of drawing them, 
for fear of seeming obstructive, 
I75*’33-6. Must answer ‘ Yes ’ 
or ‘ No’ to clear question, 160* 
33-4 (cf. 158*15-17) 

A. may be to blame for de- 
generation of argument into 
contentiousness, 161* 17 foil , or 
for petitio pnnctpit, or self-con- 
tradiction of questioner, 161'’ 
11-17. A. and questioner, 
partners in a common task, 
161*37-9 

Answers prescribed lin con- 
tentious argument) to suggest 
merely apparent solutions, 1 76* 
23 foil. 

Perplexity (diropin) of a two- 
fold — m reasoned arguments, 
which proposition is to be de- 


molished, 182'’ 33-4 ; m con- 
tentious arguments, how to 
grant the point asked, i82'>34 

Antiphon, his method of squaring 
the circle, 172*7. 

Antisthenes, his paradox that con- 
tradiction IS impossible, io4’>2i. 

a^iaiMTa merely = 'admissions 
claimed’ as premisses, 1 56* 23, 
159 * 4 , 160* 7, >>29. 

{Apollonuies), 182'’ 20. 

Aporeme, defined, 162* 17. 

Arithmetic (n/nS/ioi), 153* 10, 163’’ 
24. 

Arrangtment (ruf ir) of argument : 
importance of, in dialectic, Bk. 
Vlll, ch. I , in contentious ar- 
gument, 174*13. Roles of, in 
dialectic, Bk VIII, chh. 1-2; 
in contentious argument. Soph 
LI , ch 15. 

Astonishment (ficjr^v^ir), usually 
def =‘ excessive wonderment’, 
1 26'* 1 7 not ‘ exuss of wonder- 
ment , I26*> 14-33 

Athenians, \^& 1-2. 

Babhltng ( i8oX«r3;«ix) def = ' be- 
ing constrained to say the same 
thing a no of times ’, 165** 16 

Results from repeating (i) 
same term m a fornnila, 130* 
34 (2) same question in a dis- 
cussion, 158*28. (3) from re- 
placement of words by their 
definitions, 130*38: also in 
dealing (4) with relative terms, 
173'’ >“5 (5) with any term 

whose defn. mentions the sub- 
stance of which It IS the state, 
affection etc, I73'’5“**' ^P" 
parent )( real b , 173'’ 12-16 

To entrap into b , a principal 
aim of contentious reasoners, 
165'’ 15' methods employed, 
Soph ri,ch 13: how avoided, 
Soph. LI., ch. 31. 

Bcui (i) = KMov, 1 1 s’* 5-7: see 
Evil. 

(2) = i^nOXor, 109” 38- Usd 
)( reasonable (c’lruwcV) disposi- 
tion, 113*13. 

To do harm to friends, or 
good to enemies, the mark of a 
b. disposition, 113*9-16. 

15 knowledge )( good (ottou- 
811111), 111*23. 
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Badness (<pnv\cmis) depends 
on choice (npompems), not on 
capacity (Swafuc), 126“ 36. 

Bad temper {SuaKoXni) def., 160*’ 
1 1-13 how shown in argument, 
156'’ 34, i6o’> 2-3, l6l»l7folI ; 
forces questioner to do best he 
can, i6i*> 9-10. [Cf. 

Balance {a-upptTpia) : must be 
inherent in things whose b 
It IS, 125*35-37. i45'’9-io- 
‘ Health ’ not well def. = ‘ b. of 
hot and cold elements ’ for (i) 
‘b.’ is ambiguous, 139** 21 ; (2) 
health is not inherent in hot and 
cold elements, 145*’ 7-10. 
Bandy leg {poiKov), i8i*‘38. 
Beautiful (yaXaii ) : syn. ‘ becom- 
ing’ (irptiroo), 102*6, 135*13 
statement that * thebecoming is 
beautiful’ said to be ‘dehni- 
tory ’, 102“ 5. To be ‘ becom 
mg', not its property, since 
identical, 135® 12-14 Not def 
= ' what is pleasing to the eyes 
or to the ears', 146*22-31. 

Neither genus nor species of 
‘white’, 128* 3-4. 

Beauty (xnWor) valued only for 
appearance {3(i£a), and not so 
desirable as health, 118*’ 20-21 
Genuine and sham b., 164’’ 20 
Becoming {l) ‘ generation ’, ‘ com- 
ing-to-be ’ (yfvtats), a species of 
motion, iiit>7: not def =a 
‘ passage into being ’ (dywy.; «r 
nlauiv), for ‘ passage ’ is am- 
biguous, I39t> 20. Modes of b , 
as tests of predications of Acci- 
dent, 114“ 16-24, 119*' 8-15, 
of comparative values of things, 
1 17'’ 3-9; of Genus, 124*20- 
30; of Property, I37*2i't>2, 
of Sameness, isi*" 36-152*4 
(2) npinov, v. Beautiful 
Being ambiguous and difhcult 
to divide, 169*24, 170*’ 21-2 
(but cf. 1 82'* 24-7) : to be ‘ca- 
pable of being acted on or of 
acting ', a property of B., 139* 
4-8; but B. not definable so, 
146*22-3, 31-2; esp. by a 
Flatonist, 148* 18-21. A uni- 
versal predicate, 121*17, •’7, 
127* 27, 33 : has no genus, 121* 
16-19 : commensurate with 
‘ Unity' (ro ev) and .'. neither 


genus nor species of it, 121'' 
7-8 . generally thought to be- 
long in highest degree to sub- 
stance or what 15 one with sub- 
stance, 169* 35. 

‘ Object of opinion ’ (8ofa- 
irrui/) not a species of being, 121* 
21-5 ; but taken as basis of so- 
phistical proof that what is not, 
IS, 167*1-6, 180*32-4, 36-8. 
Melissus' view that ‘ B. is one ’ 
a ‘ thesis ’ (paradox), 104’’ 23. 
Tests of predications of Pro- 
perty derived from intei change 
of verbs ‘ to be ’, ‘ to become ’, 
‘ to be destroyed ’, with both S 
and P, 137*21 foil. 

Bekker, 149*290. 

Bird species of ‘ animal ’, genus 
of ‘ raven ’, 107* 23 : ‘ flying bi- 
ped animal ' its definition, 107* 
26-7; ‘ flying biped ’ its property, 
ns** 7-11 (if text be kept, but 
see n ad loc.). 

Black (i) a species of colour, 
I23t>26 Its differentia, that it 
‘ compresses the vision ’ (o-iry- 
KptTtKov oy^rtos), 153* cf* I07'’ 

29-30: b and ‘ white ’ are con- 
traries, 105’’ 36, 119*27-8; be- 
tween which all other colours 
are intermediate (pern^v), 123'’ 
27 : ‘ grey ’ an intermediate, 
106'’ 6. 

(2) Applied to sounds = ‘ ob- 
scure’, 106* 25, ’’ 6-7 : Its con- 
trary = ‘ clear ’ (\eu»or) : but 
no intermediate, unless perh. 

‘ harsh ’ (o-o/i((n5r), 106'’ 7-8. 

Blind def = ‘ not having sight 
when It would naturally have it ’ 
(negative defn., but permissible, 
because inevitable), 143** 34. 

Blindness def. = ‘privation of 
sight in the eye’, 147*’ 34-5 = 
cf 109'’ 22, 114*10, 124*38: a 
species ot ' insensibility ’,124'’ 6: 
its property ‘not to see, inas- 
much as we have not got our 
natural sight ’, 136* 2-4. 

Body: not ambiguous, 130*10: 
not well defined = ‘ that which 
has 3 dimensions ' (genus being 
omitted), 142'’ 24. ‘ To be col- 
oured ’, allowed to be its pro- 
perty, belonging to it deriva- 
tively (uf xar nXXo), because It 
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possesses a surface, i34*> lo 
13 , but elsewhere denied to be, 
because (i) an attribute of ‘sur- 
face ’ as well, i34»22-s, (2) 
what is ‘ more ’ or ‘ less a body ’ 
IS not more or less coloured, 
137'’ 18-20; (3) whether the 
property of ‘ surface ’ or not, n 
cannot in either case be that of 
‘ body ’, 138* 1 5-ig Lmpedo- 
cles’ doctrine of 4 elements of 
bodies, 105** 17 Of bodies, fire 
the readiest to move upwards 
in space, 130* 13 , the most 
rarefied and lightest, 130*’ 29- 
31 light consists of most rare- 
hed particles, 146* 16-17 earth 
specifically the heaaiest, 132*' 
31-3 B cannot mingle with 
what is incorporeal, 149'’ 1-2 
The body less good and im- 
portant than the soul, 118*32- 
3 . to be ‘ fitted to obey * (uttij- 
pcTiKuv) a relative propeity of it 
(tel to the ‘soul’), 128’’ 18-19 
B not the genus of ‘animal , 
being only a part, 126* 28-9 to 
be ‘ compounded of soul ind b ’ 
a permanent property of a 
‘living creature', 129*2, 131* 
8, 137’’ 13 Bodily )( spiritual 
sense and want of sense, 106^ 
23-8 , bodily )( spiritual virtue 
and vice, 153*’ to those in a 
sound state of b., the standard 
of what IS absolutely healthy, 
142* II. 

Bone not well defined =‘ the com 
position of fire, earth, and air ’, 
151*23-31 (cf Flesh) 

Breathing (irpatrabia), 1 77 ^ 3 (Cf 
Accent.) 

Bryson, his method of squaring 
the circle, 171*’ 16, 172*4 

Builder not his property to 
‘ produce a house ’,137*1 B 
production of house = doctor ; 
production of health, 136'’ 35 

Building, a kind of activity, 124* 
21. 

Bywater, I, 174'’ 27 n. 

Callias, 176*1, 7, 179*5. 

Callicles, 173*8 

Calliope, I73*>30. 

Capacity (Suj/nptr), consioered as 
kind of ‘ disposition ’ (Aiudco’ir), 


124*32. Not the genus (1) of 
the state (fjir) m hich it accom- 
panies, 125'’ 20 {2) of any 

blameworthy or objectionable 
act, 126*30 fol> (3) of any- 
thing intrinsically precious or 
desirable, 126'’ 4-6 Always 

desirable, 126*37 (cf , however, 
ii9'’25), but only as means to 
something else (Si* t.Wo), isG** 
5-6 

As test of genus, 124*31-3; 
of property, 138'’ 27-139* 8 

Distinction of l )( state as 
source of test for predication of 
Genus, las’* 20-7 
‘Sensation’ (ntcrffr/irtt) not al- 
ways a c., 1 1 g** 1-2. ‘Self- 
control ’ (fyitpiirfin) a c rather 
than a virtue, 128*8 
Catpenhy, 1 16* 18. 

Catttage (<))opu) ( 1 ) a kind of 

‘locomotion’ (koto roniv kii"/- 
ais), VIZ involuntpiy ){ ‘walk- 
ing’ {fia&iais), I22’>32-5, I 23 * 
3-5 Plato’s def of ‘ locomo 
tion ’ = ‘ carriage ’ criticized, 
I22*‘26. 

(2) same word (</> >p<i) 111 widei 
sense = ‘ locomotion ’ (q v ), 
142'' 3 {<l>npa >j\tov inrep yiji) 
Categories ten distinguished, 103'’ 
21 as sources of tests of am- 
biguity, 107*3-17, of Genus, 
120'’ 36-121* 9, 122*3-19, ’’ 16- 
17, 124'’ 15-22, 128*13-19 (cf 
125'’ 15-19), of Differentia, 128* 
20-9 , of Property, 132* 10 foil 
(requires S first to be placed in 
Its essence by mention of its 
genus), 132'’ 35 foil (forbids ren- 
dering of any essential attribute 
as property) , of Sameness, 152* 
3S-9 as source of solution of 
fallacy of Form of expression, 
178*4 foil. 

Diff meanings of ‘good’, 
illustrated m different c., 107* 
5-1 1 ; argts to be developed on 
each, 105'’ 13. 

Choerilus, 157* i6 
Clearness in argument (to a-niftea- 
Tfpov tlvai Tov \6yoit) one of the 
aims of non-necessary pre- 
misses, 155^23' how secured, 
157“ 14-17 ! of three kinds, 162* 
35 -" 2 . 
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Qeon, 182*32. 

Cleepkon, 174'’ 27. 

Cloud not def. = a ‘ condensation 
of the air’, 146’’ 29. 

Coal (= live coal, av 6 paf), a spe- 
cies of ‘fire’, 134“ 28-29; to 
‘bum’, not its property, 138*' 
18-20. 

Cn/tfur, ambiguous (i) of bodies, 

(2} of tunes, 107** 28-32: genus, 
not accident, of ‘white’, 109* 

36, 123'’ 26; also genus of 
I black’, 123*>26; and of all 
intermediate colours, 123'’ 27. 

Its differentiae (as applied to 
bodies) =‘ sight-piercing’ (Sm- 
cpirucov o<lri<ai, cf. II9* 30, I53* 

38) and ‘ sight-compressing ’ 
(iriyxpiriKov affair, cf. 1 53'’ l), 
107“ 29-30. Not a kind of’ com- 
pressing’ ((ruyKpiTiroi/), 123*2. 

Combination (avvBtais), Fallacy 
of: one of 6 fallacious refuta- 
tions dependent on diction, 165'’ 

26: illustrated, 166*23-32: 
why deceptive, 169*25-7: its 
solution. Soph, £1,, ch. 20 and 
179*12-13: a form of ign. 
eienchi, 168* 26 foil. 

Composition {trivdfans) : contrary 
of ‘ decomposition ’ (SiuXio-it), 
151*28 :)( ‘compound' (vnde- 
tok), or ‘ whole' (oAo*-), 151*20- 
31- 

Compound {oivSeroy), rule for 
definition of, MS*" 33 foil. [ct. 
Composition]. 

Concaz'e (Koihiii), gener.al t. .ap- 
plied to snub-nose and h.ind)- 
leg, iSl** 38 full. 

Concealment of intended conclu 
Sion (xpv^tt rav fri'pjTfp ii'i. - 
rot), an aim of noii-iieoe'-Mu 
premisses, 155'’ 23 1 tniiieiiu.m. | 
in motive, 155 ’’ j 6. Kiiles l.'i 
obt.uning, in di.dertu', iV|f>' ■ 
157*5; ill conieiUious atgu- 
ment, Soph. F.I., ch. 15. 

Conception (uirdXifi/rii) : genus of 
‘ knowledge 114* iS, Uu'' 3» 
125*9-11, cf. 130^15. 131*33. 
146’’2; not = kn,, 149* 10. Not 
genus of ‘ conviction ' (trioml, 
125''29, 35-126*2 1 1I10U4I1 dcf. 
of ‘ conviction ' = ' vclicinent 
conception’ iti/iiMlfiit) 

usually accepted, 136^ 18. 

*742'>l Kf 


Consequences (ra lutnkaodlB ,.ill!il'>' 
17 foil., 1 1 2* 16 isBir f rat irofSf' 
Toiteta, 1 17* 5 folLji : aa t!estS.of 
predication of Accident, zutf 
17-23. 112* iiS-23: for dusdn.- 
guishing values otherwise in- 
distinguishable, 117*5-15; aa 
tests of definition, 1+5*11-30, 
and 150* 22-1’ 18 (definition, of 
Xas‘the prodsut of A + B' — 

TO Ik toCtuv). 

Prior jt later c. firparrpau )( 
virrrpnu firhoo'a], 117*11, 

Consequent, Fallacy of: one of j 
fallacious refutations not depen- 
dent on diction, i66i’25: ana- 
lysed and illustrated, ifiyi’ 1-20; 
its solution, Soph. £ 1 ., ch. aS: 
why deceptive. 169*6-7 : a form 
of tgn. eienchi, 168** 27-1^* 5. 
A branch of fallacy of Accident, 
ids'* 27-8, 169’’ 6-7: its dis- 
tinctive fe.ature, always to re- 
quire more than one subject, 
168’’ 28 foil. 

Ci'ntucl lafu) ; the genus, not a 
species, of ‘juncture’ (trwojjg), 
122*’ 25-8. 

Contentious (tpiortKot) Reason- 
ing : defined, 100'’ 23, 165’’ 7-8 : 
eifects only apparent refutation, 
105* 19-24, 175*33 those 
properly )( those improperly 
calli d ' re.isonmg ’, loi* 1. 

C H i/ialecthal reasoning, 
108*33-7. 113 * 4 - 11 . >^I* 33 ' 4 . 
102*10 iS,i 7 i'> 6 - 7 , 34-173*15 
t'o too ‘refutations', 170^9- 
10). C. r. to be avoided, if po»- 
mMc, in dialectic, 108*29-37 
pisc ot l.ill.acy), i£2‘‘9-n (ap- 
p.iK-iii < i.nfuiation on irrelevant 
Mde-ivMirl, lfil* 33 ” 4 ! 

soi'Htiinrs incviuble, 133’'36- 

i;i>l. it5*'36-8. 161*21-4. 

V 1 di .In iieal way of bringing 
wuml an opponent, 162*33-4- 
t . aignmcnt ; dialeeticnl do. •« 
drawer ot false diagrams : geo- 
iwiricwn, 1 71'’ 35-7 1 bet » 
dt«ciTiKc. 171'' 38-173* 7 .'’ 1 - 4 - 

V . )( FximiH'itwH • argu- 
ment, 33-9 : (10 loo • refu- 
laUoiip', 170*’ 10-11). 

I )( .sophistiuil argument, 
distingiiivhed by motives ofar- 
guen, i 7 i'’«S“ 34 - 
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5 aims of c. (sophistical) rea- 
soners (Refutation, Fallacy, 
Paradox, Solecism, Babbling), 
Soph. El., ch. 3. 

2 types of c. (sophistical) rea- 
soning, 169'* 20-4, I7 i'’8-io, II 
foil. 

C. Refutation ; its forms dis- 
covered by same method as 
forms of apparent' reasoning. 
Soph. El., ch. 8: does not refute 
absolutely, but always relative- 
ly to answerer, lyo* 12-19. 

C. reasoning sometimes de- 
mands apparent rather than 
real solutions, 176* 19 foil. : un- 
scrupulous, 159*30-2, 171*’ 24- 
5, 174* 21-3 : like a ‘ foul ’ (aJt- 
itia) in a race or fight, 171 ’’22- 
5, 174*22 : c. tricks and rheto- 
rical tricks, 174*’ 19 foil. 

How to put questions in c. 
reasoning. Soph. £ 1 ., ch. 15: 
questioners less inclined than 
formerly to seek ‘Yes ’ or ‘ No ’ 
answer, I75*> 8-10. 

Most incisive (dpi/iiraroi) of 
c. atgts., 183*7. Traditional 
teaching of c. argt. compared 
to Gorgias’ teaching of rhetoric, 
183*’ 36 foil. 

Contradictory terms (icar’ dvri'^a- 
aiv avTiKtifitva ; (pairis Kai dird^a- 
(Tic), as sources of tests of am- 
biguity, 106*’ 13-20 j of Acci- 
dent, 113'’ 15-26; of Genus, 
I24'>7-I4; of Property, 136“ 5- 
*> 2 . 

Contrary tertns (t'yayria) ; as tests 
of ambiguity, 106* p-** 12 ; of pre- 
dications of Accident, 112'’ 27- 

Ii3>>i4 , ii 3»>27 -ii 4*6 , ii 4'’6- 

*Si 119*37-*’! ; of comparative 
values of things, 1 17*’ 4-7; of 
comparative estimates of any 
quality; 119*27-8; of predica- 
tions of Genus, 123’’ 1-124*9, 
153*33-6; of Difierentia, 153* 
36-*’ 24; of Property, I35'’8- 
16; of Definition, 140*18-20, 
147* 3 *-*’ 25, i5i*32-*>2, 153* 
26, 29-31. 

Terms with c. )i terms with 
none, 106*36. C. with inter- 
mediate terms, 106’’ 4. C. in 
same thing (e g. rightness and 
wrongness in sensation), how 


shown, 111*14 foil. C. cannot 
coexist in same subject, 113* 
22 : but contr. Heraclitus (on 
good and evil), 1 59** 30-3. 
Whatever subject admits one of 
a pair of c. must admit the other 
too, 113*34-5. C. subjects 
have c. attributes, 113'’ 27 foil., 
and associations, 1 13*’ 34 foil. 
C. have either same ore. genera, 
153*35-6 : have same differen- 
tiae (if genera be c.) or c. (if 
genus be same), 153* 36-7, **4- 
12, 17-18. 

Knowledge of c. one, 105’’ 5- 
6, 23, iio'>2o, 155'’ 30-4. 156*’ 
II, 163*2-3, 164*1-2, 17 1* 
36-8. 

If any statement general!)' 
accepted (and .'. a fit premiss 
for dialectic), so will contradic- 
tion of Its c. be, 104* 13. 

‘ Contrary ’ used loosely = 
‘opposite’, I47'>7, lo, 17, 20. 

Contrary acts: Of the six 
combinations (o-u/iirXoxaf) pos- 
sible between the acts formed 
by combma'ion of 2 c. verbs and 
2 c. objects, four produce c. 
acts, ii 2*>27-8, 113*8-14, each 
of these acts having 2 contraries 
among the others, 113*14-18. 
Acts are c. if they treat same 
thingmc ways(ii2'’ 34, 113*9), 
or c. things in same way (112'’ 
36, 1 1 3*9), but not if they treat c. 
things me. ways (i i a** 3 1 , 113* I ). 

Contumely (rpojnjKaeuriiis) not 
def. = ‘insolence accompanied 
by jeering ’ (for j. is a species, 
not differentia, of insolence), 
144*6. 

Conventional language, breach 
with, a fault, 109* 28 : c. to be 
followed in regard to connota- 
tations, but not denotations, of 
terms, iivj* 14 foil., 148’’ 20 foil. 

Conversion (dynirrpi^iiy) = (l) 
transition from ‘ P belongs to S ’ 
to ‘ S is P ’ ; valid if P is defini- 
tion, or genus, or property, but 
precarious if P is accident, of 
S, 109*10-26. 

(2) conversion by negation 
(^ Kara r'qv dm^aciv dxoXoudij- 
ais dvdiraXiv yivopivq), from ‘ A 
IS 5 ’ to ‘Noiiot-B is A’; as 
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test of Accident, ii3*’i5-«6; 
applied to Genus, 124° 7-14 
(3) reductto per tmposstbtle, 
i 6 i'^ 32-6. 

Cmvuiion (in'oTit) not a kind 
of ‘conception’ (iird\in(«r), I25*> 
*9i SS-iafi'a: not = ‘ve- 
hemence of conception 126*’ 
14-33 ! but definition = ‘ a ve- 
hement conception* passed as 
generally accepted, 126** 17-1S. 
Genus of ‘knowledge’, 128* 35-7. 

Cooling ; def. = ‘ privation of 
heat’, 141* ia-13 : not properly 
def. = ‘privation of natuial 
heat ' (‘ natural ’ implied in ‘ pri- 
vation’), I4i» 10-14. 

Co-ordtncttes (crucrroixo) of X, def 
= (i) terms related to X as are 
‘just deeds ’ (or ‘ a just man ’) 
to justice, 114* 27. 

(2) anything tending to pro- 
duce or preserve X, 1 14* 29 
)( ‘ inflections ’, 114*32, but 
often held to include them, 114* 

34. 

As tests of Accident, 114*26, 
38 foil.; 119*38, *'6-8, of 
Genus, 124* 10-14 ; of Defini- 
tions, 147*21-2, ; of 

Sameness, 151*28-33. Reck- 
oned among most generally 
handy tests, 154*12-13 Put- 
ting question about co-ordinates 
of 5 , instead of about S direct, 
recommended as method of 
concealment in dialectic, 156* 
27 foil. 

Knowledge ofc. one, 164* 1-2 

Co-ordinates in a division (ui>rt- 
Siripriiifva ) : as tests of Propeity, 
136** 3-14; of Definition, 142'’ 
7 foil. ; of Differentia, idj* 34 
foll,»>2, 6, 35-144*4 

Conscus, 166'* 32, 173*31,38, 

175*19-23,25, 176*7, 178*39. 
179*1, *2-3, 9,28, 32, 1 8 1* 10, 
182*20-1. 

Correct rendering (to icaXur airo- 
SiSii/m) : of Properties, Bk. V, 
chh. 2-3 : of Definitions, 139* 
34, * 6, 12-141* 24. Sources of 
incorrectness (i) obscurity 
q.v.), 139*12, (2) redundancy 
q.v.), 139*15. 

Courage: not properly def. = (i) 
‘ control of fears ’ ; rather im- 


plies total immunity from fear 
125* 22-7 : (2) ‘ daring + right 
reasoning’ (no guaiantee that 
the two are found in same circs, 
andrelations), 151*3-13. Found 
in soul, 150*36. 

Is justice same as c., how 
determined, 151*31-3: justice 
not def. = temperance and cour- 
age, 150* 3. Good intrinsically 
(contr. means of health), 106* 
4 foil. (cf. 107* 5-8) : more de- 
sirable m youth than in age, 
117*30 less desirable than 
justice and temperance, 117* 
36, 38, than justice, 118*17, 
36 : goodness of c. transcends 
evil of false opinion, 150*4-5. 
‘ Courageous ’, syn. ‘ strong at 
heart ’ (fuij/uxos), 1 12* 33. 

Co-iietous man (^iXoj^p^uiirok), not 
def = ‘one who strives for 
money ’ (for quantity of money 
should be stated), 146*25. 

Day def. passage of the sun 
over the earth ’, 142* 3. 

Deafness not its property to be a 
‘lack of sensation’, 135*31-2. 

Debility (xfixtiia) : contrary of 
‘vigour’, 113*35-6, 157*18- 
20, 23. follows on disease, 113* 
36: less evil than disease, 157* 
20. 

Decomposition (8i iXwir) ; con- 
trary of ‘ composition ’ (o-wfle- 
atr), 151*28. Considered as 
kind of destruction {ij> 9 upa), 
124* 23-4, 28-9 : but contr. 
153* 31, where <f> 9 opi is sug- 
gested as kind of decomposi- 
tion (SniXi/iTir oiiricir). 

Defect {(rSeiii) : contrary of ‘ ex- 
cess’ (iwip^oXt]), in same genus 
( I \ il), 1 23* 28 ‘ moderate 

amount ’ (tu pirpiov) intermedi- 
ate between them, 123* 29. 

Definition (Spos, bpiirput) : def. = 
an attribute peculiar (like Pro- 
perty), and essential (contr. 
Property), 101*19-21, 39: of 
term (uvnpa) or of phrase (Xd- 
yos), 102* 1 : always consists of 
a phrase, 102*4, 148* 36 - 149 * 4 . 
Always same as definitum, 102* 
7-14 ; though what is same as 
definitum not always its d., 102* 
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14 IZxainination of likeness of 
things useful for d , loS'’ 9, 19 
foil Rules for d., Bk. VI, 
passiri. 

Must ( 1) consist of genus and 
differentia, 103** 15, 139*28, 

143" 8 - 9 . 19-20. 153*15-21, 

'• 14-15, 154* 26-7 : (2j be true 
uni\ er'-ally, 1 39*26-7, 140'’ 21-3, 
154* 36-'’ I : (3) be peculiar, 

loi'i 19-21, log'i 10, 139* 31, '>3, 
i4gb22-3, 154*1-3, 10-12, 155* 
20. (4) express essence, loib 21, 
39, >39"* 33! (tests for this, 14 1* 
24 foil ) 155*21 : and wholees- 
sence, 153* 16-17, 21-2,154* 29 
(5) render appiopriate genus, 
139*29, ‘'3,143a ,2^ 155*20 
\iz. proximate {tyyvTura) genus, 
143* 19 : (6) add appropriate 
di#erentiBe, 139*29 : (tests for 
this, 143*29 full.) : must state 
them fully, 146'’ 20 foil (7) 
make clear also d. of contiary 
term, 140*18-20 not be 
ciicular, 142*34: cf. 147*' 12 
foil., 20 foil. 

D. more scientific (rVio-r^pon- 
K<arfpoi'),if rendered of posterior 
through prior terms, I4i'’i6, 
but d. through terms more in- 
telligible to A or B sometimes 
necessary a,/ homtnem, 1 41'* 17 
foil. 2 different d. of same es- 
sence impossible, 142*’ 35, 153* 
21-2: treated as absurd, 141® 
31-2, 148'' 14, 151' 33-4, *■‘6- 
17. One d. of 2 different 
essences also impossible, 154* 
lo-ii tieated as absurd, 153'' 
24 ‘ Equimembral d ’ def , 

148’’ 34- 

Definition and other predicabies 
D. amenable to adl tests for 
other predicables, 102 ’'27 fcf 
‘55*7-‘t>). though distinctions 
should be kept for clearness, 
io2'>35. cf Accident, 139*36- 
‘>3, cf. Genus, 102'* 27, 120'' 13, 
*39’’ 3-S. *43* 13-14 ; cf. Pro- 
perty, laobis, 139*’ 3-5. 154'’ 
18-23 • 6SP‘ (1) “0 term must 
be repeated, 130*29-31, 140'’ 
27 foil. . (2) no universal predi- 
cate must be used, 130'' I1-14, 
140* 24 : (3) nothing super- 
fluous must be added, i3o‘' 25-8, 


139” 15. 140* 2-1 (oil : (4) neither 
S nor any of its species must be 
mentioned, 130'' 38 foil , and 
cf. 142“ 34 foil 

Tests for d. not all applicable 
to other predicables, 155* 10 Of 
other predicables. Property 
most like d., 155* 23 ; but d not 
to be rendered as property, 131'’ 
37 foil Of elements in d.. Ge- 
nus IS principal mark of essence, 
139*29 31. 

Science of d. (opioriK.;) a 
branch of speculative science 
BfmprfTiti]), 141*8. exact ac- 
count of d not the business of 
dialectic, 153* 11-12,24-5 1^ 

generally assumed by the sci- 
ences, not proved, 153*7 , but 
dialectical proof possible, 153* 
13-22 D the only way to 
grasp the fundamentals in sci- 
ence, 15&® 33, b 1-4 (one of the 
principal uses of dialectic study, 
101* 36) Dialectician should 
collect d , esp of primary and 
recurrent concepts, 163'’ 20, For 
lack of d., problems often prove 
intractable, in dialectics.! 58'' 17, 
24 foil , in maths., 158*29 foil. 

Dispioofof d the easiest of 
all tasks of dialectic, 155*3-10: 
proof of d., the hardest, 155*18- 
22 Both d and Propertyeasier 
to disprove than to prove, and 
for like reasons . — 

(l) disproofrequires one con- 
clusion only, proof requires 
min>, 154*32-6, '' 15-18. 

(z) proof of either must be 
universal, whereas one neg in- 
stance disproves, 154* 36-'’ 10, 
19-22 

(3) proof of either requires 
that foimula be shown to be not 
only universally true, but pecu- 
liar, 154 bici-i2, 22-3. 

D. of terms used, as test of 
ambiguity, 106*3, 107* 36-*’ 12 1 
of Accident, 109’' 30-110* 9,111*’ 

12- 16, of compaiative estimates 
of any quality, 119*29-31 , of 
Genus, 120’’ 30-5, 121*10-19, 
122*7-9, *’7-“ . of Property, 
130*38 , of Definition, 140’' 20 
foil., l42b2-6, 146*33-5. ‘47^ 

13- 17- 
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Befimtory {apiKoii ) ; applied (i) to 
elucidation of term by synonym, 
102“ 5: 1.2) to every problem 
respecting sameness and diiTei- 
ence, 102“ 6 . (3) to any pro- 
blem bearing on inquiry into 
definitions, 102“ 9 In a sense all 
inquiries on any predicable do 
this last, 102'' 27 foil. (cf. s.v. 
Defin'tion), and are therefoie 
dehnitory, 102’’ 33 ; but better 
to distinguish d. problems )( 
‘generic’ do. (yipixa), 102*>35- 
103* 4- 

Demonstration- def., 1 00*27: 
requires systematic deduction 
from principles appropriate to 
subject, 158“ 36-7. I.very d. 
also a refutation, 170“ 24-6. 
)t Dialectic [q v.], does not pro- 
ceed by question and answer, 
172“ 15-21 )( Examination 

argument held acc. to principles 
of dialectic, 172*21 foil., 39-'’ i. 
Demonstrations, like sciences, 
perh. infinite in no., 170*22-3. 

Desitable {alptriv) ; =■ (i) expedi- 
ent, (2) honourable, (3) plea- 
sant, 105* 27, 1 18’’ 27 : contraiy 
of ‘ objectionable ’ ,,<ptvKTm 1,113“ 
syn- ‘pioper 
object of pursuit ’ (StwicTur), 133* 
28. A property of ‘ good ’,135*’ 
15-16 : but ‘ more desirable ' )( 
‘better’, 118*8-15: the same 
thing may be equally desirable 
and objectionable, iiS*’37. re- 
lative to individual, 116*22, 
ii8» II, cf. 15. 

Not a property of the d to 
‘ appear good to some people ’, 
133* 26-8. Intrinsically (it’ 
HUTii) d. )( d for sake of some- 
thing else (St' hAXo, Si' irtpoi), 
116*29, 149'' 31 foil. (Teslsfor 
definition of former, 149’’ 31-9.) 
Essenti.illy {xiiff avrii) d. )( d. 
accidentally (xiiTa 
116*31. 

Rules for distinguishing de- 
sirable )( undesirable, and less 
)( more desirable, Qk. Ill chh. 
1-4. Doing good to friends, 
and evil to enemies, both d , 
113*2. ‘ Capacity ’ of any kind 
d., even of bad man, 126*36. 
‘ Most desirable used of 2 


terms, does not imply their 
identity (unless each is an in- 
dindu.-il), but only that the one 
contains the other, 152*28-30. 

Desire lemOvpin] def. = ‘cona- 
tion’ (i; ‘for pleasure', 146** 
11—12: (a) ‘for what appeals 
pleasant’, 147*1-5. Said not 
to be def. = ‘conation for the 
pleasant’, 140'’ 27 foil., though 
objection here not really well 
founded, 1 4o*> 31-141*4: but cf. 
Mb'* 11-12, 147*1-5. ‘Sexual 
love’ not ‘desire for intercourse’ 
(see Lot c-). ‘ Desire of X’ am- 
biguous, II o'* 37 foil. 

Destre, Jaculty of (cTridupiiriJciii') : 
the scat of ‘ fnentlsliip ’ (ifiKia), 
1 1 3*> 2 : of pleasure and pain, 
126* 9-10 Incapable of know- 
ledge, and of Ignorance, 113** 
3-6 Its property, to be the 
‘ piimary seat of Temperance ' 
(to TTpS-OV (ruippov), 138** 1—5 : 

not Its property, to ‘desire’ 
iivSipfh), 138*34-5. A pro- 
perty of the soul to be the pri- 
mary whole of which faculty of 
desire is part, isS** 13-14. 

Destructi on ( (pdopd, (pSttpeirSiu ) : 
a species of ‘ motion ’ (moiicrdiii), 

1 11'’ 5-7. 

Modes of d., as tests of pre- 
dications of Accident, im** 16- 
24, 1 1 9’’ 8- 15; of comparative 
values of things, 117’’ 3-5; of 
Genua, 1 24*20-30; of Property, 
i37“2i-’’2, of Dehnition, 150* 
33-6, of Sameness, 152*1-4. 
D. and decomposition (v. 
Decovcposition). 

DiaUctic critical approach to 

common principles of all inqui- 
ries, loi’* 3 : no definite kind of 
being for its province, 172* 12 : 
so of refutations, d. studies only 
those based on common prin- 
ciples, 170*38-9, i.e. such as 
are (i) really dialectical, (3} so- 
phistical and only apparently 
dialectical, (3) suited to exami- 
nation, i 7 o“ 8 -ii. Uses of 
studying d., 101*25, 3^1 ‘'f- 
165“ 19-31, 175 * S-16. D.conip. 
with ihetoric and medicine, loi'* 
5. Divisions of D., v. Table of 
Contents. Problems how to 
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arrange and put questions pecu- 
liar to d (contr. philosophy), 
ISS'’ 9 - 

Dialectical proposition and prob- 
lem {s V. Propositions and Pt ob- 
lems). 

Dialectical Reasoning: def , ico* 
89, 1 65*’ 3-4, = epichireme, 

162* 16. Inductive )( deduc- 
tive, 105* 10-19. 

)( Philosophy, 105*' 30-1, 1 ss** 
7-16, i62»is-i6, ‘'31-3, 175* 
31-3 : but useful for philosophy, 
loi» 34 -'' 4 , iss'’ 7 -J>, 163'' 9 - 12 . 
1 75 * 5 - 12 . 

){Dentonstralion, 162* 15-16, 
157“ 34 foil , 172* 12-21. 

)( leaching {Didactic), 159* 
11-14, 26 foil. , 161*24-5, 165'’ 
1-4, 171*31-'" 2, 172* 15-21 

)( Contentious reasoning 
(Enstic, Sophistic), see Con- 
tentious Reasoning. 

D, r. and Examination- at fit- 
ments, 159*25, 33, 161*25 
distinguished, 165® 3-6 Ex- 
^ amination a branch of d , aimed 
' at exposing ignorant pretender, 
169625-7, 171'’ 4-6: cf 183* 

37 - *" i. 

D. r. a mode of examination, 
172* 23-'’ 1 : everyone in a sense 
an examiner, 172*30-5 expert 
examiner (dialectician) diffeis in 
possessing technique of the 
syllogism, 172*35-6. 

D. r, and Rhetoric, see Rhe 
tone. 

Dialogue-form, arguments in 4 
kinds (i) Didactic,(2) Dialectic, 
(3) Examination-arguments, (4) 
Contentious arguments, 165* 

38- 9. 

Didactic argument def, = ' those 
that reason from principles ap- 
propriate to each subject, and 
not from opinions held by an- 
swerer’, 165'’ 1-2: = demon- 
stration, cf. together 165* 39 and 
^ 9-1 1. D. )( dialectical reason- 
ing, see Diodectical reasoning 

Differences of things to be ob- 
served, 105* 24 and Bk. J, cb 
16 ; importance of them, 108* 
38-'" 6 

Differentia D. and species: D. 
belongs to essence of S., io8'’4- 


6. 133*1-3, 153*18, 154*27-8 , 

(but contr 122® 15-17 and cf 
128*20): must .' be appropriate 
(i“8in) to S , 143* 30-1 , a perma- 
nent attribute, 123* 1 5-19, 145* 
II, not a property, I33* '9, 21 , 
not an accident, 144* 23-7 , not 
merely S.’s place or habitat, 
144*" 31 Absolutely more in- 
telligible than, and prior to, S , 
141'" 27-34, 144'" 9-11 Com- 
mensurate with, or wider than, 

5 , 1 22'" 39-123* 1 , 1 44'’ 6 Iden- 
tical terms have same d , 1076 

27- 31, 152'" 3 ‘Specific’(fi8o- 
iroiot) d , 143" 7-8 

D and genus closely asso- 
ciated, loil" 18 : d. cannot be S.’s 
genus, nor vice versa, 122® 12- 

15, 123*3-5, lab® 13-33, 1 28* 

20-9, 144*9 foil., nor genus of 
S ’s genus, 123* i, 6-10 A 
quality, not essential attribute, 
of genus, 128*26-8 ('cf 122'" 
16-1 7J, 144* 18, 20-2 

Of narrower denotation than 
genus, I2i'>ii-i4, 123*6-10, 
128* 22 Less expressive than 
genus of essence of S , 128* 23- 

6 Cannot be a species of S.’s 
genus, io7'>33-4, 144 * 5-8 cf 
122'" 20-4 Posterior to genus, 
1446 10 genus not a quality of 
d , 128*27-9 Must be one of 
a number of co-ordinates dis- 
tinguished within S.’s genus, 
143* 34-6 5 Different and non- 
subaltern genera must have 
diffeient d., unless the genera 
be themselves in same higher 
genus, 1076 19, 1446 13-25 

Must net be rendered nega- 
tively, 143*" 11 foil Must be 
rendered fully, 1 42'’ 30, 146® 20 
(with full determinations of 
quan tity, quality, manner, cause, 
&c.) 

Of relative terms, d. must ren- 
der correlate that is better rather 
than worse (143*9), natural 
(145* 19-27) and primary (145* 

28- 32). of contraries, d, are 
contrary if in same genus, or 
same if in contrary genera, 153* 
S;-** 24 - 

Dionysius, 148* 27 

Dtseasea-iaadol e\}\, 123^17-18: 
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biings debility (*axe|I<Oi II3 
36: a greater evil than debility 
I57*>20: worse than ugliness 
(because greater hindrance to 
both pleasure and goodness) 

1 18'' 3$: contrary of ‘health’, 
with no intermediary, 123'' 17- 
18 : but particular diseases 
(fever, ophthalmia, &c.) have no 
contrary, 123’’ 34-7. 

Disposition (Siddt iit),the genus of 
‘knowledge’, 111*23, I2i‘>38, 
125*1, 143*36 (cf. Slate): of 
‘ virtue ’, lai'* 38 ; considered as 
genus of ‘capacity’, 124*32. 
Must be inherent in the thing 
whose d. it is, 125*33-7, MS* 
33-'> 1 1. Knowledge a stale and 
d. of the soul, 124'* 34, I45* 

36. 

Division of terms (into species or 
individuals) recommended, 105'’ 
31-7 ; as test for Accident, logh 
13-29, 111*33-’’ II, 120*34- 
>>6; of Genus, 121*27-37: of 
Property, 132* 27-” 3: one of 
most general and effective tests, 

154*17. , . 

Fallacy of Division : one of 
6 fallacious refutations depen- 
dent on diction, ids’" 26 : illus- 
trated, 166*33-8: why decep- 
tive, 169*25-7; rules for its 
solution. Soph. El., ch. 20 and 
179*13-14: a form of ign. 
elenchi, 168*27 foil. 

Doctor: his business to take all 
possible means to heal, ioi’’5- 
10: his views, the accepted 
standard in medicine, 104*33- 
7, 110*20-2: his property, to 
‘ have ability to produce health ’, 
137*3-7; "Of ‘fo produce 
health’, 1 36” 37. D. : produc- 
tion of health = builder; pro- 
duction of house, 136’’ 35-7 
D. : ability to produce he^th 
= trainer (yupnaor^t) ability 
to produce vigour («w*fi*'a), I37* 
3-5. [Cf. Medicine?) 

ambiguous, 107* 19, 29 : 
bears inferior likeness to horse, 
,17b 25-7. 

Double {biTshairiov) : def. of d. 
through ‘half ’ (its opposite) per- 
missible, because inevitable, 
142*27. 


‘ Double of X’ def. = ‘that 
which exceeds X by an amount 
equal to X ’, 147*30. 

Akind of ‘multiple’, 121*4-5: 
but only in ref, to same unit, 1 24° 
24-7 : )( ‘ multiple ’, Ms** 15-16. 
Like ‘multiple’, a relative term, 
121*3-5, 124'’ 15-18: reh to 
‘ half ’, 124’’ 24, 29, 135’’ 19 : pos- 
sible exception to rule that 
genus and species are related to 
an equal no. ofthings, 125*1 8-24. 

Its property, to be ‘ in pro- 
portion of f ’, 135'’ 25: not its 
property ‘ to exceed ’ (to Snrepe- 
Xov), 135” 20-1. 

Dull [apflXis), used (i) of edges, 
106* 13, 32 : (2) of flavours, 106* 
32. 

Earth; its properties (i) to be 
‘ specifically heaviest body ’, 
132’’ 31-4; (2) ‘naturally to 
fall downwards’, 135’’ 3-5 (cf. 
130’’ 1-2 for incorrect rendering 
of this). Not def. = a ‘ nurse ’, 
139’’ 33 : not genus of ‘ mud 
127* 14. ‘ Sun’s movement over 
e.', 131'’ 25-30, 142’’ 1-6. ‘ Sha- 
dow on the e.’ not adequate def. 
of ‘ night ’ ; ‘ movement of the 
e.’, not adequate def. of ‘ earth- 
quake’, 1 46’’ 28-30. 

Empedocles, doctrine that there 
are 4 physical elements, 105'’ 16. 
Empty, not = ‘full of air’, Isa” 

19-24. 

Epichireme, def., i6s* 16, 

Equity (t »riei»f lo), not def. = ‘ re- 
mission of what is expedient 
and Just’ (redundant), 141*16- 
19. ‘Reasonable’ (equitable) 
disposition ){ ‘bad’ one (ijiai- 
M. 1 1 3*1 3- 
Ethiopian, the ; 167* ll. 
(Euarchus), 1 82’’ 20. 

Euthydemus, 177*12; E., the, 
166*140., 179*35^ . , 

Even ; )( odd, the differentiae of 
‘ number ’, 120*3-6, 123* ii-i3i 
I4a*9-ia 

E, number not def. = a no. 
divisible into halves ’ (circular), 
142* 12. ‘ 2 ’ {9 8vdr) = ‘ the 

only prime no. among even 

nos.', 157* 39. . , , 

Events occur (i) of necessity, (a) 



INDEX 


usually (if (TTi TO jroXu), (3) by 
chance (oiroTfpn eTiix*)i 112^1-2. 

Evil [kokAv) ; opposite (avTiKtiiu- 
vov) of ‘good’, 119*36-'' I : 

‘ contrary ’ (f onoTiow) of good, 
ios'>36, iss** 14-13: e. and 
good thing cannot be same, 
iSa**!: Heraclitus’ paradox 
that good and e. are same, 1 59'’ 

30- 3 (cf. 163* 16-17). Sophisti- 
cal proof that same two things 
can be both good, and both c., 
and neither good nore,i8i'’9- 
16 (cf. 180'’ 9-21) Like ‘good’, a 
genus not referable to any higher 
genus, 123*’ 8-12. Its property, 
to be ‘ objectionable ' {(fnvKTnu), 
135'’ 14-16. Must not appear in 
rendering a property of ‘ good ’ 
(circular), 131*17-20; nor in 
definition of ‘good’, 142*23 
(because opposite, and .‘. not 
prior, to g.), and 147*’ 18-25 
(because circular). The genus 
of 'disease', laj** 17-18: of 
‘ defect ' and ‘ excess ', 1 23'’ 28. 

That whose destruction is e. 
is itself good ; that whose pro- 
duction is e. 1$ itself e., 114'’ 19- 
24, What destroys good, or 
produces e., is e. (and vice 
versa), 119'’ 8 foil. What causes 
e. essentially (xad’ aM) more 
objectionable than what causes 
it accidentally (icara 
k6s), 116^4-6; cause of less 
e., preferable to cause of more, 
117*8-9: what is less con- 
nected with e,, preferable, 117'’ 

31- 2. Injustice an e , 115*1 (cf. 
1 19'’ 4) i but not its property to 
be ‘ the worst ’, 135*’ to-12. If 
all (or some) pleasure be good, 
all (or some) pain is e., 119* 39- 

1. Any contrary of a good 
thing IS e., 119*36 foil.; but 
principle that ‘greater e. is con- 
trary to greater good ’ amended 
by addition ‘unless one good 
involves the other’, 157'’ 17-24, 
Whole formed by addition of 
good to e, not necessarily good, 
115*’ i. Quality of products of 
things good, evil, and neutral, 
150*36-'’ 18. 

Exammatwn-argnment • 159*25 
foil. ; rules how to answer in 


such arguments, Bk. VIII, chh. 
S-io. 

)( Teaching, 159*33, 161*25. 
)( Scientific reasoning; e. de- 
mands ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ an- 
swers, 1 7 1*’ 3, cf. 172*15-17. 
Requires no scientific know- 
ledge, but only geneial know- 
ledge indispensable to student 
of science, 172*21-7; 39-'’ 1 ; 
concerned only with common 
principles, 172*27-30; prac- 
tised by all, 172* 30-4. 

( cf. Dialectical Reasoning. 
)( Contentious or Sophistical 
argument, 159*25, 169'’ 20-9; 
but possible toexamine sophisti- 
cally as well as dialectically, 
183'’ 1-3. 

Eye primary seat of ‘ sight ’ and 
of ‘blindness’, 147'’ 34-5 (cf. 
29) ; not to be described in 
definition as ‘ brow -shaded ’ 
(unfamiliar), 140*4. Sight : 
eye = reason : soul, to8*ii 


Fallacy, Fallacious Argument, 
False Reasoning {ci.Misreason- 
ings,s.ni see Soph. U., passim). 
Study of ambiguous terms valu- 
able both for avoidance and for 
perpetration of f., io8* 26-33 ; 
though deliberate perpetration 
of f. to be avoided where pos- 
sible in dialectic, 108* 33-7. 4 
kinds of f. a., i62'’3-15; 2 
kinds of f. r., 176'’ 31-3. F. a. 
a fault of arguer rather than of 
argument, i62*> 16. Difficulty 
of classifying f., in some cases. 
Soph. El., ch. 33 mil. One of 
principal aims of contentious 
reasoners, to entrap into f. 
(ylievdos), 165'’ 14: methods em- 
ployed, 172'’ 10-28: test ques- 
tions for detecting, 162'’ 24-30, 
177* 2-6. 

False Cause, Fallacy of {non 
causa pro causa), one of 7 falla- 
cious refutations not depen- 
dent on diction, i66'’26: ana- 
lysed and illustrated, 167*’ 21- 
36; Its solution. Soph. £l.,ch. 
29; why deceptive, 169'’ 13-17 • 
a form of ii;n. elenchi, 168'’ 22- 
5 ; described as an ‘ argument 
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dependent on some addition’ 
181*31. 

Falsehood sophistical proof that 
a man can speak f and truth at 
same time, 180'’ 2-7. 

False diagrams (ijrcvSoypaifuiir, 

ijftvSoypa^ilfia), 101*6-17, I32* 

33 . 157 * 2 ) i6o’>36, I7i'> 12-16 
drawer of f d . geometrician 
= contentious ; dialectical ar- 
guer, 171'’ 35-7, but with differ- 
ence that f. d. employ genuinely 
geometrical principles, 171'’ 38- 
172*8, I72*> 1-4 

Faults of argument )( faults of 
questioner, Bk. VI 1 1 , ch 11-12 
(161*16 foil -‘'18, 162'’ 3-24 
N B. 16). F of a in itself ){ 
in relation to proposed conclu- 
sion, idi** 34-162* 3 

5 f of a. in Itself, 161'’ 19-33 
another, 162*24-34. 5 test- 

questions for f. of a. in itselt, 
162'' 24-33. Argt always bad 
if premisses geneially rejected, 
esp if also false, though not bad 
because premisses false, if gen- 
erally accepted, 162*' 27-30. 

Fever, I23*’36. 

Fire: its species, ‘live coals’ 
(SvBpa^), ‘ name ’ (0XdJ), ‘ light ’ 
i<t>as), 134'’ 28-9 embodied 
more in ‘ flame ' than in ‘ light ’, 
146* 15-16. Its properties (i) 
to be ‘ body quickest to move 
upward in space’, 130*10-14: 

(2) to * move naturally upward 
103*29, 137'’ 37. cf. 137'’ 37- 
138*2 (3) to 'consist of most 
rarefled particles ’ (belongs spt- 
afiially), 134*31; but contr. 
I34'>3l foil , 135* 4-5 (property 
of ' light and 139*9 fol* (su- 
perlatives forbidden) : cf (for 
incorrect rendering) 130*36-8 
also cf. I30*> 29-32 (forbids ren- 
dering of (i) and (3) in one): 
132** 21-4 (forbids rendering of 

(3) in reverse order). Not def 
= ‘ body consisting of most 
rarefled particles’, 146*13-18 
Not its pioperty (1) to be ‘ very 
like the soul ', 129'’ 10 : (2) to be 
‘ primary element in which the 
soul naturally exists’, 129*’ 18: 
(3) to be ‘ the lightest body ’ 
(forbidden, as superlative), 139* 


14-16. Cannot mix with 
‘colour’ to form ‘white’, 149* 
39_b 3 < Flesh ’ and ‘ bone ’ not 
‘ compositions of fire with earth 
and air’, 151*23. 

Flame, a species of ‘ fire ’, 134'* 
28-9 more of nature of fire 
than light is, 146* 15 , but con- 
sists of less rarefied particles 
than light, 146* 16. Not its 
pioperty to bum, 138'’ 18-20. 

Flesh, not def =the ‘ composition, 
of fire, earth, and air’, 151*23- 
31 (cf Bone). 

Foi getfulness = ‘loss of know- 
ledge’, I53'>27- but not vice 
versa, unless the object be pre- 
sumed to remain unchanged, 
157'’ 11-16. 

Foim of Expression (Figura dic- 
tionisj. Fallacy of ; one of 6 
f illacious refutations depending 
on diction, 165'’ 27 . illustrated, 
166'’ 10-19 Why deceptive, 
169* 29-36 ; more so in argu- 
ment than in solitary reflection, 
169*37-40, though here too, 
if reasoning becomes verbal, 
1 69* 40-'’2 Rules for solution. 
Soph El., cb. 22, and 179*20- 
4 • depends on ambiguity, 168* 
23-6; results esp. from ten- 
dency to treat all predicates as 
if indivl substances, 168*25-6, 
169*33-6, 170*15, and Soph. 
El , ch. 22, esp. 1 78* 5-8, 36- 
179*10 Compared to solecism, 
174 * 5 - 9 - , , , 

Ft action (*roXXoirT);iiopin»). J, a 

fraction, 114*15: relative to 
‘multiple’, 114*17. 125*7-9: 
genus of'half’, 125*26-7. 

Friendship if found in faculty of 
desire, not a kind of wishing, 
126*12-13 cf. 113'' 2 More 
desirable than wealth (1) be- 
cause priied for itself, Ii6''38- 
117* 4, (2) because excess of it 
better than e. of money, li8’>6. 
Friends )( man in the street, 
118*2-5. Friends as test of 
comparatiie values of things, 
118*1-2, cf. '>7-9. 

Fusion, species, not genus, of 
• mixture ’, 122'' 25-6 , for it ex- 
cludes m. of dry things, 122 
30-1. 
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Generic questions, 102* 36 : )( de- 
finitory, 103* 3. DifTerentia 
‘generic’, ioi*> 18. 

Genus, 101“ 17, 25, 38 : ranked 
with diderenlia, loi'’ 18-19: 
how distinct from, 1 28* 20-9 
[and see Differential Def, 
102*31-2. Tests for g, apply 
to definition too, 102’’ 27, i2o'> 
13. 139 ’’ 3 -Si I 43 ‘H -14 Sel- 
dom made subject of separate in- 
quiry, 120^ 14. Rules for, Bk. IV, 
passtm. 2 different g. of same 
term must be in subaltern rela- 
tion, 107*18 foil., isi** 29-30. 
All attributes of species belong 
to g, 111*20-3, 27-9, not 
vice versa, 111*25-7: but 
contr. 143*' 26-8 (attributes of 

true of all species) : proper- 
ties belong in different manner 
to a genus (ru lUTtxeaBai) and to 
a species (t^ furixfw), 134*’ 1-4, 
18-22 Described as species or 
‘kind’ (cMof), 133*35, * 61 'O- 

G. and species ‘ synonymous', 
123*28-9, 127*’ 6, (cf. 154* 18). 

Subaltern )( non-subaltem 
genera, 107*19,22, 33, '>19- 
26: 144 *" 13. I 9 i ai. 23.28. 

God; cannot be injured, and .*. 
cannot be wronged, 109*’ 33 : 
better than man, i id** 12-1 5 : a 
‘ living being, who partakes 
of knowledge’, 132*’ ii: an 
‘immortal living being’, 122*’ 
13-14, cf. 37-8 and 1 36*’ 6-7 
(Bekker).' — a permanent pro- 
perty of G., 128’’ 19-20. Nei- 
ther species nor genus of ‘ im- 
mortal ’, 122*> 12, 37. Has, but 
does not use, capacity to do bad 
things, 126*34-6. Not His 
property to be an ‘ intelligible 
livmg-being ’, 136'’ 6-7. 

The gods to be honoured, 
105* 5, ii5»'32. 

Gold, genuine and sham, i64*> 
22-4. 

Good; a quality, 121* 1 : contrary 

of evil, io5*’36, 135’’ 14-15- 

Different meanings in diff. cate- 
gories, 107* 5-1 1 ; arguments on 
each to be drawn up, 105'’ 13; 
question, how many, not dia- 
lectical, 158* 16. Not referable 
to any higher genus, 123*’ 8-12. 


Not def. through ‘evil’ (be- 
cause opposite, and '. not prior, 
to g.), 142* 23-4 ; and .•. not as 
‘contrary of evil' (circular), 
147'’ 18-25. Its property, to 
be ‘desirable’, 135’’ 15-16: 
more conspicuous g. the more 
desirable, 117'’ 28: ‘better’ 
generally ‘ more desirable ’, but 
distinguished, 1 18*8-I5(cf.t’37). 
Not Its property to be ‘most 
direct opposite of evil’ (circular), 
131* 18-20. G intrinsically )( g. 
as means, 106*4, I49’’3I“2, 
though intrinsic g. may also be 
g. as means, I49t’35 . intrinsic 
g. better, 116*29, '’22-3: cf. 
116’’ 37-117*4. Good )( useful, 
124*16: cf. 147 ‘ 34 . iS 3'’38 
G. absolutely )( g. for X (tu>i), 
116'’ 8. What is g. in a particu- 
lar respect or at pr. Mme or for 
pr. person, not necessarily g. 
absolutely, Ii5t> 15 foil. Stan- 
dard of what IS better absolutely 
IS verdict of better science, 
though to X (e g. doctor) it may 
be that of his own science, 1 16* 
21-2. [For ’ better science ’, v. 
1 57* 9 1 Natural g. )( acquired 
g, 116^ 10-12, cf. 119*9-11. 

G. the genus of ‘ justice ’, 
116*23-4; of ‘health’, 123’’ 
17-18 ; of the ‘moderate’ (or 
right) amount, 1 23’’ 29-30 ; of 
‘virtue’, 124“ 20-1, 144*10. 

Not genus of ‘pleasure’ (for 
some p not g.), iso*" 17-20. 
[For ‘ good ’ and ‘ pleasure ’ cf. 
also 114'’ 7 - 8 , 39. 119*38-'’ i, 
19-21, 120*7 foil., 124* 17, ’’8- 
14 . and see also ‘ The Good ’.] 
A g. thing tested by its con- 
traries, 113*1-14, ’’27-34; by 
Us co-ordinates, 114*39-“ 5 iby 
the modes of its generation, 
production, and destruction, 
1 1 4’’ 16-24 ; by its variations in 
degree, 1 14*’ 38-11 5* 2 : by add- 
ing It to other things, 1 1 5* 27- 

? (a positive test only, 115*33- 
2). Tests of belter )( worse, 
Bk. HI, chh. 1-3: do. applied 
to simple distinction good )( 
evil, Bk. Ill, ch. 4. Of things 
g as means, that is better (i) 
which does g. per se than that 
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which does g. per accidem, ii 6 *‘ 
1-4 : (2) which is nearer to the 
eno, 116'’ 23 : (3) whose end is 
better, Ii6*’23, 26, Ii7‘7, n8*> 
32- 

‘ The good ' ; not def. = the 
'state of virtue’ (circular), 142'* 
12. Its property, to be ‘the 
best’, I36*>3I-2. Of goods, 
that is more desirable which is 
nearer, or more like, the g, 
ii7'’lo-ii. Doctrine that plea- 
sure = the g., shows depravity 
and is invidious, 160^19-22 

G. man, not jealous, log’^ 36 : 
has capacity, but not charac- 
ter, of doing evil, 126*34-6 

G. life, failure of Xenocrates’ 
proof that it = happy life, 1 52* 
7-10, 26-30. 

G. and evil, see s.v. Evil. 
G. = merely ‘ expert ’ {' good 
thief’), 149’’ 29. 

Wishing = conation for g., 
146'’ 6; I. e. for apparent g., 
147“ 1-5- 

Sophistical proof that some- 
thing can be both g. and not g , 
i8o’> 5-21 (cf. i8i‘'9-i6). 

Doing good )( evil, to friends 
)( enemies, 104*22-33, iia*" 
32-113* 16. 

Goodenough - King (Euarchus), 
iSa*" 20. 

Good temper (irpoiirijr), not def. =' 
‘control of anger' (rather im- 
plies complete immunity), 125’’ 


21-7. 

Gorgtas, 183'’ 37. G., the, 173* 
8 . 


Giammar, def. = ‘science of 
reading and writing ’, 142'' 33- 
4: not def. =(i) ‘science of 
writing from dictation’, 142’’ 
31-5; (2) ‘science of letters’, 
146*6. A single science, 104* 
17-18 : a kind of ‘ knowledge ’, 
111*37, 124'’ 19, 126*5, 19: 
not (like ‘knowledge’) a rela- 
tive term, 124’’ 19. To be ‘ cap- 
able of learning grammar’, a 
property of ‘ man ’, 102* 19-22. 

Greater and less degrees {to naWov 
KOI ^rroi/) : attributes not admit- 
ting of, 115*32-3, '’8-9. As 
tests of ambiguity, 107** 13-185 
of Accident, II4'’37-IIS‘ Mi 


I i5'>3-io, 1 19*' 17-30 ; of Genus, 
127’' 18-128* 12 ; of Property, 
137’’ 14-138*29 ; of Definition, 
146*3-18,154*4-11; ofSame- 
ness, 152*6-^: reckoned among 
most generally handy tests, 
154*12. 

Greeks, 152* 13. 

Grey, intermediate colour between 
‘ white ’ and ‘ black ’, 106'’ 6. 

Growth (nuieaffai), a species of 
‘motion’, 1 1 1* 5: does not al- 
ways accompany being nour- 
ished (rpctfieiTdai), III'’ 25. 

Half species of ‘fraction ’, T 25* 
26-7 : Its property, to be ‘ in 
proportion J’, 135’' 26: not its 
property, to ‘ be exceeded ’ (to 
intptxnufvov), lit’’ 21-2 t rel tO 

‘double ’, 135'’ 20 

Hatmony (avpifyavia), not the 
genus of ‘temperance’, 123* 
33-7> 139’’ 3S : always found in 
‘notes ’ {(jiBoyynt), 123* 36-7. 

Harsh {ttnp<f. 6 s), intermediate 
sound between ‘ clear ’ (XivkAs) 
and ‘obscure’ (/le'W), 106*’ 7. 
[Cf Grey.] 

Hahed. contrary of friendship, 
106'’ 2, 113'’ 1 : found m faculty 
of desire (if friendship be so), 
ii3<>2 ; does not follow anger, 
113*35-’’ 3 

Health (vyifin ) : a kind of good, 
123'’ 17-18 ; desired as an end, 
I II* I, 116*29-30: contrary of 
‘ disease ’, with no intermediary 
{liiTn$i), 123'’ 17-18 (cf. II2* 
24-5), 123’’ 34-5. Not def. — 
‘balance of hot and cold ele- 
ments ’, for (i) ‘ balance ’ is am- 
biguous, I39'’2i : (2) h. IS not 
inherent in hot and cold 
elements, i45'>7-io. Follows 
‘ vigour ’ (fiffui), ii 3’’35 i.I 57*’ 
23-4 : less good than vigour 
157'’ 19. Superior to ‘ means of 
h.’, but still more markedly 
inferior to ‘happiness’, and 
therefore inferior to ‘ means of 
happiness ’,116’’ 29-36. Better 
than strength or beauty, iih* 
18; than beauty, ii8’’2o. 
Medicine the science of pro- 
ducing h., no'’ 18, 141*19, 
143* 3-4- Ability to produce 
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h., a property of the doctor, 
137“ 3-7 : actual production of 
it, not so, 136'’ 37. Recovery 
of h (to uycaffo-^ni) good abso- 
lutely, I id'* 8-10 desirable as 
means to h., 117*20. 

Healthy (i7i€ii>dii) : ambiguous, 
106’’ 34-6, (i) productive of h , 
cf. lo^fiiS, 110*19, 114*30-1; 
(2) preservative of h., cf. 114* 
30-1 ; {3) indicative of h , cf. 
107'* 8. Good as means, 106* 
5-8 (contr. courage, good in- 
trinsically), cf. 107* 5-8. The 
doctor the judge of what is h., 
110*20-2. H. ‘absolutely ’ = 
h. to those in sound stale of 
body, 142* II. Means of health 
contrary of means of disease, 
163* 18-19, cf- ISO** ti- 
Hearing {aKoii,nKovait): to ‘possess 
h ’ cf. to ‘ hear ’, 1 14** 27 : not a 
property of hearing {liKovtrts) to 
be a ‘ sensation ’, 135*’ 31-3 . h 
not a property of man, 138'’ 
8-10. ‘Clearness’ (m sound) 
distinguished by h., 106* 30-2 : 
cf 107*' 1-2. ‘ Beauty ’ not def == 
the ‘pleasure that comes through 
sight or through h.’, 146* 22 foil 
Heraclitus his paradoxes (i) 
that all things are in motion, 
104*’ 22 (cf. i6o*>I 9); (2) that 
good and evil are the same (in- 
volving denial of view that con- 
trary predicates cannot coexist 
in same thing), iS9'’30-3. 
Htfpias Major, the ; 146* 22 n 
Hipocrates, his method of squar- 
ing the circle, i7i*’is. 

Homer, IS 7 *IS, i66*>3, 171*10 
(Epic cycle). Cf. Iliad 
Hypothetical reasoning (o< vno- 
Otirem avWoyiirfioi) ' examina- 
tion of likeness between things 
useful for, 108^8, 12 As test 
of Accident, 119'’ 35-120*5 (cf. 
Preliininaty admisiion) ; of 
Sameness, 152'' 17-24. 

‘ Ideas ' (Platonic) : motionless, 
113*27, 148*20: intelligible, 
113*28: cannot be said with- 
out self-contiadiction to exist in 
us, 113*25 foil As sources of 
tests 01 Property, 137'' 3-13 , of 
Definition, MS’* 23 foil., I47'‘3 


foil ,148*13 foil. : rhssed among 
‘most effective, tests, 154* 19’ 

Ignorance (('yiom): def = ‘ pri- 
vation of knowledge in the 
rational faculty ’, 1 47’’ 29-34 
I. of contraries one, 156'’ 12. 

Ignoiatio elenchi [cf. Refutation'] 
one of 7 fallacious refutations 
not dependent on diction, 166'’ 
24 ; but cf. 167* 35 : analysed 
and illustrated, 167*21-35: its 
solution, Soph. El., ch. 26 ; why 
deceptive, 169“ 9-12. All falla- 
cies analysable into it, Soph. 
El , ch. 6. 

Iliad, the, 166’’ 5 n., 9 n., 180*21. 

Imeltnan, conj. 128*31. 

Immortal not def. «= a ‘ living 
being immune at present from 
destruction ’, 145’* 21-3 : differ- 
entia, rather than genus, of God, 
122^ 12 : not species of God, 
122^ 38. ‘ Immortal living be- 
ing ’ a permanent property of 
God, laS*! ig-20. 

Immortality not def. = ‘ ever- 
lasting life ’, 126’’ 35 ; nor any 
kind of life ; rather an accident 
(tri fiirroipn) or affection (naSos) 
of life, I26*> 36-127* 2. 

Impossibli. Argument perimpos- 
sibite, suitable for demonstr.n- 
tion, not for dialectic, 157’’ 34 
foil -158* 2: called ‘conver- 
sion ’, 163* 32-6. A. ad im- 
possibile, 162’’ 7, 19-22, 167’' 23, 
170*2 : ex, 167’’ 27-34. 

Incisive (Spi/ivs) argument def. 
»= ‘ one which produces great- 
est peiplexity', 182’’ 33: most 
incisive of syllogisticaiguments, 
182'’ 37 ; of contentious argu- 
ments, 183*7. 

Incontinent man, not def — ‘ one 
who IS mastered by pleasures ’ 
(unless quality of p. be stated), 
146'’ 25. 

India, 1 16* 38 : Indian, 167* 8. 

Indignant (leiua^iKbs), def. = 
‘grieved at prosperity of 
wicked ’, 1 10* 3 : )( jealous, 

no* I. 

Induction def., 105*13, cf. 156* 
4 6 : more convincing and 
clearer than deduction, 105* 16 : 
appeals more to senses and to 
mass of men, 105*17-18, 156* 
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4-7)157* 19-20; should beprac- 
tised nith the young, 164^12 
(to secure stock of parallel cases, 
B-iipuJoXriil. Study of ‘like- 
ness ’ uselul for, loS'’ 7, 9 Re- 
commended, I05’'27, 113*’ 17, 

29; 1 1 5® 5' Cf. 120®32: 122‘ 

17-19; 123’’ 7 ISS** 34-156® 
I. I. and argument from like- 
ness (analogy), their resem- 
blance and difference, isd*’ 14- 
17 : the 2 usual ways of estab- 
lishing a universal, 160*37-9 
Inductive premisses, not ‘ ne- 
cessary ’ premisses, i55*>2o-2. 
Superfluous 1 , a method of se- 
curing ‘ ornament ’ for argu- 
ment, 1 57® 7. Results of 1 , to 
be accepted, unless neg in- 
stance forthcoming, 157® 34 
I. ‘ through the view laid down , 
‘ through the thesis as means 
of diversion to moie favourable 
subject, I It*’ 38-1 12® I, ti2®5- 
6. Difficulty in 1 arising from 
absence of suitable common 
names (see Likeness) 

Inequality def = ‘ privation of 
equality ’, 1 47'> 5, 14-15 
Inflections (trTuxrns) of X def as 
forms related to X as adverb 
to adjective, II4®33 (cf 106'’ 29 
foil., 124® 12-14, 148*11-13, 

151’' 32): also gender-endings, 
173'’ 27-9; case-endings, 136'’ 
20-2, 173'’ 32 foil )( co-oidi- 
nates, 1 14® 32 ; often held to be 
included in them, 1 14*34 treated 
together, 124® 10-14, i5i'’3o-3, 
153*>25 foil. 

As tests of ambiguity, 106’’ 29 
foil ; of Accident, 114*26 foil., 
of Genus, 124*10-14; of Pro- 
perty, 136'’ 15-32; of Defini- 
tion, 148® 10-13, 153'’ 25-35, 
of Sameness, 151'’ 28-33 . reck- 
oned among most generally 
handy tests, 119*36-8, 154* 12- 
13. Confusion of 1., a great 
source of solecism, 173*’ 26-174* 


II. 

Inherence in., {rotv tivi,Iv {maett- 
jue'iu, \eyetrSni) ; )( ‘predication 
of ... ’ (\eyfc6“i, KnTi]ynp(t<r6at, 

Kara . . .), 127'’ 1-4 : but svn , 
132*’ 19-34. As test of compara- 
tive values of things, 116’’ 17 


foil.; of Genus, 125*33 foil., 
l27*>I-4 ; of Property, 132’’ 19 
foil. ; of Definition, 145* 33- 
>>11, 150*26-33, 151*32-'’ 2 
‘ Disposition ’, ‘ state ’, ‘ ba- 

lance ‘ affection ’ must be in- 
herent in the thing whose dis- 
position, &c., it IS, 125*35-7, 
>45*33-” II- 

Injute God cannot be injured, 
>09” 34-5- 

Injurious (^affepon) = (l) pro- 
ductive of evil ; (2) destruc- 
tive of good, 147* 34-5 : con- 
trary of ‘ useful ’, lb 

Injustice^ a species of ‘ Vice 123'’ 
15, 21, 32 : a vice of the soul )( 
of the body, 153'’ 8-10. 

N ot Its property to be ‘ lowest 
evil ’ (ru xtiptcTov), because its 
contrary (justice) not ‘highest 
good ’, 135“ 10-12. Of a ‘ foul ’ 
(m raceorfight),17l'>22,i74*22. 
‘Do injustice’ (dfluKiv) def. 

‘ injure deliberately log'’ 33-4. 

InUlhgtble ‘absolutely’] )(i. ‘to 
us’, I4i”4: same to persons of 
sound understanding, 142*9. 
Prior terms more i absolutely 
than posterior, 141'’ 5 ; but pos- 
terior sometimes more >. to us, 
I4i”9 (cf. 156*6-7). Objects 
of sense more 1. at first ; then 
objects of thought, 142*2-4 : 0. 
of sense more 1. either absolutely 
or to most people, I4l'’9-I2, 
156*6-7. Exx., 1 1 1* 9-10, 129" 
10-13 , 26-8, I4i” 6-9, 149*5-7. 
16-17 More 1. terms required 
forcorrect rendering of Property, 
129'’ 2 foil, (in 2 senses, 5 foil, 
13 foil , cf. 131*3, 12 : in Defi- 
nition, 141*26-'’ 2, 142'’ 20-1 (cf. 
1 50'’ 22-3): sources of failure 
here, (i) I4l'>3-142*l8, (2) 142* 
19-21 . cf. 26. 

Intractability in a problem (Juirt- 
Trixtipirov) : Its sources, 158” 16- 
159*4- 

Jealousy def. = ‘pain at the ap- 
parent success of some well- 
behaved person’, 109'’ 36: not 
an attribute of the good man, 
lb. )f Indignation, 109” 38. 

Judging (<piMiv),the genus of ‘per- 
ceiving’, (rtlo-ftii'tcrfini), 111*19- 
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Juncture (trwoxfi), species, not 
genus, of ‘contact’ las'* 

25-6. 

Just, ambiguous, io6'>3o: one of 
the meanings of good, as applied 
to thesoul,in categoryof Quality, 
107* 5-8. What is j., sometimes 
evil, Ii9*’4. Not a property of 
what IS j. to be ‘beautiful’, 
136'’ 17-18. Sophistical proof 
that what is unjust may be 
preferable to what is j., 180'’ 21- 
39 - 

Justice, a good 1 1 6* 24 : good in- 
tnnsicdlly, 106* 4-8 ; contrary of 
injustice, 135’’ lo; )( courage, 
108*1-2 (ch 151*’ 31-3): may 
belong m one respect only, 
109*21-2 Not = knowledge, 
1I4*’8, 120* 30 (cf. 124* 12-14) : 
not a species of knowledge, 
12 i'>26-30. a species of virtue, 
109*35-'' 1, 121*' 26, 123'' 15,21, 
32, 127'' 20: of the expedient, 
141*17. Found in soul, 150’’ 
35, cf. 153'' 8-10. Notdef (1) 
*^control of gams ’, 125'’ 22-7 . 

(2) ‘ state that produces equality' 
or 'that distributes what is 
equal’ (too wide), 143 *IS-I 9 . 

(3) ‘ability to distribute what is 
equal ’ (‘ choice ’ rather than 
‘ability’), t45f 35-146* 2, (4) 
‘what preserves the laws', 149'’ 
32 ; (5) ‘temperance and cour- 
age’, 150*3-31- 

Not Its property to be highest 
good, 135'’ II. Praiseworthy, 
114'’ 2 ; better than a just man, 
116*23, '’10, 117'' 11; than 
strength, 1 16'’ 38 ; than courage, 
117*36, 38, 118*17, 36. In 
fnends desirable essentially, in 
enemies per ausdens, 116*31-5 
Happiness better than j and 
courage combined, 117*21-3. 
Genuine j. more desirable than 
apparent 118* 3-4. Legal )( na- 
tural valuation of J , 173* 11 (cf. 
Law). 

Justly ambiguous, 1 06*- 29-33. 
not=‘ knowingly .nnd skilfully ’ 
1 14'’ 9. J .and ‘knowingly’, 124* 
13: j.and ‘bravely’, 151’’ 32-3. 

Not a property of what is 
done J to be done ‘ beautifully ’ 
(KoXat), 136’’ 17-18, or ‘weir 


(dyadur), 1 36'’ 27-8: to act J, 
more desirable than bravely, 

1 1 8* 36 : an act done j. may be 
evil, 119’’ 5. V. also I So** 21-3. 

Knowledpe (see also Science) : a 
kind of ‘ disposition ’ {StaSeais), 

1 1 1* 23, 145* 36 : of ‘ state and 
disposition’, I2 i®38, 124'’ 33 - 4 , 
125* I, of ‘conceiving’ (iirdXij- 

^Ifie), 114*18, 119'’ 3, 125*9-11 ; 
cf. 130'' 15, 131*23: of ‘con- 
viction ’ (ffioTir), 128*25-7- Not 
a kind of ‘ good ’ (for ‘ k.’ a rel. 
term, ‘ good ’ a quality), 121* i- 
3; of sensation, 125*28-32. Not 
= a knower, I26''33. Uef. = 
‘conception of a knowable’, 
146'' 5- notdef. =(i) ‘unsup- 
plantable'(metaph.) 139*’ 32: (2) 

‘ incontrovertible conception ’ 
(c ofw/ia/^), 146'' 2. To‘know’, 
not a property of man, 138* 6-8 : 
){ ‘ be thinking of’ liiavotlaBai), 

1 1 4'’ 32-7 K. sometimes bad 
111*23, 119'' 9 foil. A relative 
term (contr. its species, e.g. 

‘ grammar ’), 124'' 19 ; rel. to 
‘object of k.’, 124*’ 33, 149'*” i 
should be defined m rein, to 
Its best object, 143* II : fourfold 
ambiguity of phrase, ‘ the know- 
ledge of A’, 130*19-22. Its 
property, to be (1) ‘the most 
convincing conception’, 131® 
2 3-6, (2) ‘incontrovertible by ar- 
gument’ — belongs tok because 
k. IS the state of some one (ru 
(XiirSni), as also to scientist ru 
€)(ftv, 134* 36’’-'' I, 17 [the solu- 
tion of the objection raised in 
i33''28-3i] K. and ‘justice’, 
1 14’’ 9, 12 1 ’’26-30 (cf. 124*12- 
14). K and ‘prudence’, 120* 
28-31,137*14 K and 'memory’, 
I25'>6-io. K. and ‘ Ignorance ’ : 
def. of k. implies def. of ignor- 
ance, 147? I 7 (cf. 151*' 1-2) : ‘ig- 
norance’ = privation of K., 147'’ 
30 , though not so ‘ error ’, 1 48* 8. 
K. and ‘ forgetfulness ’, 153'’ 27, 
I57'’ii-i6. K and ‘ sensation ’, 
105*28-30, 108*4, 156*’ 11-14 : 
k. of objects of sense assumed 
possible, 114*21; but often 
denied, 114*23: obj. of k. not 
a kind of obj. of 5, 125*29. 
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‘ Ob), of k.’ not the genus of 
‘ obj of opinion ’ (Solaarav), 
121*21-5 That ‘k of many 
things IS one ambiguous, 110“ 
17 : ‘k. of opposites one’, 105*> 

33. logKi;, 163*3 

(noted as opinion of ' some 
people ’, 142* 24-5) ; do of ‘con- 
tranes’, 104*16, I os’" 5-6, 34, 

ISS’’3I. 156” 11. 163*2 (cf 

norance), do of ‘relatives ’jias*" 

34. To be ‘capable of receiving 
k.’ a property of ‘man’, 103* 28, 
I28‘>3S,130*>8, 132*19-21,^1-3, 
133*20-3, 134*14-17; though 
no part of his definition, 140* 
35-6: cf 102* 19-22 (‘capable of 
learning grammar ’) : not a 
differentia of ‘ soul ’, 1 5 1*" i To 
‘ partake of k ’ not a properly of 
man (true also of God), 132'’ 
10-13 Faculty of desire not 
capable of receiving k. and • not 
of Ignorance, 113'’ 3-6. ‘ Self-k ’ 
possible, not necessary, to soul, 
125* 39-40 (cf '’3-4) ‘Specula- 
tive k.’ not = ‘ speculative con- 
ception’, 149*9-13 ; )( practical 
knowledge, 152*’ 4 

Lang, P., 174’’ 27 n 

Law • not def. (i) a ‘ measure of 
what IS by nature just’ ; (2) an 
‘ image of do.’, 140* 7-8 (3) an 
‘ image of what is by nature 
noble and just’, 141*20-1 L 
(convention) opp. Nature , fre- 
quently leads to paradox, 173* 
7-18, 27-30. 1. repiesents 

‘ opinion of majority ', as opp to 
the true nature of things, 173* 
29-30. 

Learning, as species of recollec- 
tion, 1 24* 22 Rules for ‘ teachers 
and learners’ )( those who argue 
‘ contentiously ’ or ‘ m spirit of 
inquiry’, 159*11-14, 26-8: cf. 
161*24-5. Cf. Didactic argu- 
ment. 

Length (mem), genus of ‘line’, 
143’’ 16: Its differentiae ’ without 
breadth’ )( ‘with breadth’, 
143’’ 14, 19. ‘ Idea ’ of 1 (avTo 

mem), 143'’ 24, 31- 

Ltye=i<m : ambiguous ; no single 
type of 1. in animals and plants, 
rendering single def. impossible, 


148*27 foil. : hence Dionysius’ 
def of It = a ‘ movement of a 
creature sustained by nounsh- 
ment, congenitally present w ith 
It’ fails. A properly (i) of 
‘living being’ absolutely, 134* 
32, cf. 1 38* 27-9 : (2) of a parti- 
cular kind of living being, be- 
cause It partakes of 1. b. (r^ 
lurtXfte), 134'’ 4, 20-2. L. )( 
good 1, 118*7. Mot genus of 
immortality, ladi* 35 : the soul 
has a share of 1., 123*25. 

(i) = ^lot. L. of virtue )( of 
enjoyment, loa** 1 7 : Xenocrates’ 
proof that happy 1 = good 1., 
152* 7-10, 26-30. The ‘ end of 

1 ’, ii 6*‘24 

Lt/;At (n) = i^wr, a species of fire, 
134'’ 28-9 less of nature of fire 
than flame is, 146* 15-16. Its 
property, to consist of most 
rarefied particles of all species of 

fire, 134” 32-4, 135*4-5. >46* 
16-17 

( i) = 3apu, contrary of ‘heavy’, 
106*18-19 

Lthe degrees (r(f opoiW), argument 
from, as test of ambiguity, loy** 
13-18, of Accident, 115* 15-24, 
119*>17, 21-6; of Genus, 127'’ 
26-36, 128*5-6, lo-li, of 
Property, 138* 30-'’ 22 (contr. 
argt from ‘ like relations ', 
138*23-6); of Definition, 146* 
18-20,154*4. Reckoned among 
handiest tests, 154*12. 

Likeness of things to be studied, 
105*25 and Bk 1, ch. 17: im- 
portance of observing, loS* 7 foil. 

2 draughts of water from same 
spring differ from others only by 
more marked 1 , 103* 19-22. 

L or like objects (to opoio), as 
tests of Accident, 114* 25-36 , of 
comparative values of things, 
117* 10-14, 20-1 objections, 
that likeness of A to B may be 
irrelevant to good points of B 
(14-17), or inexact, i.e. unflatter- 
ing or flattering to B (17-19, 25- 
7), or but slight (21-5) t— as 
tests of sameness, 156*10-17. 
Argument from 1 (analogy) and 
Induction [v. Induction), Diffi- 
culty of argument from 1 when 
no common name to express 
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'point of 1., 157*21-33 : cf. 174* 
37-40: answerer shd. then 
plead ambiguity, 176*33-5. 

L. of relations of things (ra 
(^ovrn npos tiKKijha), when 
A : B = n : 0 ; as tests of Genus, 
124*15-20; of Property, 136** 
33-137*7 (cf- 138*’ 23-6); of 
Sameness, 152*1-2. For con- 
trast with argument from 'like 
degrees ’, v. 138*’ 23-6. 

Line : not def. (1) = ‘length with- 
out breadth', 143’’ 12-23 (2) 

‘length with breadth', 144* 1-2- 
(3) 'limit of a plane* (except » hen 
necessary /tomtttem' i4t'*5- 
25. Prior to, and more intelli- 
gible absolutely than, ‘ plane * ; 
posterior to, and less intelli- 
gible absolutely than, ‘ point ’, 
141'* 5-7. No ‘product’ of 1. 
and ‘number’, 150*24-5 Fal- 
lacy produced by misdrawing 1 , 
lot* 16 (and see False dia- 
grams). ‘ Straight Is.’ all one 
species, 121'’ 22-3; ‘finite str. 

not def. = the ‘ limit of a 
finite plane such that its centre 
is in line with its extremes ’, 
148*’ 26-32 [for end of def., 
which should define ‘ straight- 
ness’, inapplicable to infinite str. 
1., which has no middle or ex- 
tremes]. ‘ Indivisible Is ’, 121*’ 
19 : ‘ indivisible ’ not their 

genus, 19-23. 

Liquid (vypoy) ; a species of ‘body’, 
130’’ 35 : Its property, to be a 
‘ body adaptable to every shape’, 
1 30'’ 34-7- 

Literal )( usual meanings of words, 
112*34-8. 

Living bang (^wov) ; its differen- 
tiae. ‘ mortal ’ ){ ‘ immortal ’, 
122“ 13-14 : Its property, ‘ to 
live ’, belongs ‘ absolutely ’, 
134*3*1 136* 25-8 : cf. 138* 10- 
12 : hence also of ‘ not-living 
being’ (lu) (<foi>), ‘not to live’ 
(fifi Cn") 136*25-^. A ‘parti- 
cular species of 1. b.’ has 
property of ‘living’ by reason 
of ‘ partaking’ in nature of 1. b. 
(riy iktIxuv), 134 '’ 4. 

Tobe fl) a ‘ l.b. that partakes 
of knowledge ’ not a property of 
man, for belongs also to God, 


132*’ 10-13- (2) an ‘intelligible 

I. b.’ not a property of God, 136*’ 
6-7 : (3) ‘ a sensible 1. b.’, not a 
property of 1. beings other than 
God, lb. 

Living creature (ffflov) ; not def.= 
a ‘ composition of soul and 
body ’, 151*21-31. Its proper- 
ties (i) to be ‘compounded of 
soul and body’ (permanent 
property), 129*2, 131*8, I37>> 
11-13 • (*) I® ‘have a soul’, 
correctly stated so far as no 
universal predicate is introduced 
l3ol’2o-2, and attribute is 
convertible with subject, 132'’ 
16-18 ; but defective in so far as 
genus of 1. c. (viz. ‘ substance ’) 
IS not stated, 132*15-16; (3) 
to be an ‘ animate substance ’, 
13s* 16-19, cf. 136* 12. Hence 
‘being inanimate’ not its pro- 
perty, 136* 12-13 ; and being 
‘ animate ’ not property of what 
IS not a 1 c. (jiij 136*33-4. 
‘Idea’ of l.c. (airof^oii), 137'’ 

II. 

Locomotion (a) = f) Kara rdirov 
Kivijirir or pcrn0o\n : genus of 
‘carnage’ (i^opu), las'* 27, 
32 loll., 128* 3-5 : Plato’s identi- 
fication of I. and ‘ carriage ’ 
rejected, 122’’ 26 foil. [cf. 
Cainnge] {b) = ifmpit. A 
species of ‘motion’ (xiV^o-ir), 
121*31, 122*23-6: Pleasure 
not = 1., 121*31. L., genus of 
‘walking’, (0a8(crir), 122*21-30. 
[N.B 0opahere=7*aroT.Kii<i)(jir, 
or ficrnfioKri, of 122’’ 27, 32; for 
walking {BiiSiais) and ‘ carnage’ 
(<t>opa) are co-ordinate species of 
same genus, ‘ locomotion ’] : cf. 
142’’ 3 {(popa ^Xi'ou iirtp yijr.) 

Li ve ( I ) sexual {Ipas ) : not def. = 
‘ desire for intercourse ’ (do not 
vary in degree together), 146* 
9-12, 152’’ 7-9- 

(2)=d7n7r5v : problem whether 
parents shd. be loved not 
dialectical, 105*3-7. 

(3) =(j)i\tlv : ambiguous ; spiri- 
tual J( physical meaning, 106’’ 
2-3. In former sense, contiary 
to ‘hate’; in latter, no con- 
trary, lb. 

Lycophron, his response to a call 
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for an encomium on the lyre, 
174 '’ 32 - 

Ly Sander, 176^5. 

Man: a substance, 103^39-31; 
does not admit variations in 
degree, i i5'’9,butsee 137’' 32-3; 
a species of * animal’, 102*34- 
5 (cf. 1 12* 18, 1 13** 17, 125*>37- 
9 ), 128* 24-Si 131*4-5- Uef- = 

‘ animal that walks on 3 feet *, 
I 40 ** 33 - 4 : Il 2 *l 8 -ig: his 

defn. an ex. of a dialectical 
problem or proposition, ioii> 30: 
not well def. (1) with addition, 
'capable of receiving knowledge’ 
(V. Plat. Def. 415 ai. 140* 35-7 
(cf. isi*'i|: (2) = a ‘walking 
biped animat, six ft. high ', 140*’ 
23-6 : (31 = ' that which knows 
how to count’, 142’' 24. M. the 
same inter se fspecificallyi ; as 
horse or dog fgenerically), 105* 
10-14, 108*14-16: better lhana 
horse, Ilya’S?. A property of 
m. to be (i; ‘ by nature a civi- 
lized animal ’ - an essential 
property, 128 17, 130*27-8, ■ 
132*6-9, 138*11, 139*18-20: 
(2) a ‘biped’— a relative 
property [ (( a horse], 1 288 25, of 
a kind universally and always 
present. 129*8-10: Contr., how- 
ever, 134*8-11, where disal- 
lowed as being normal tcf. 134-' 
29) but not invariable: (31 'a 
walking biped ', I33*’8, 136*’ 20- 
2 : but contr. 133 * 3 - 5 , 13s* 1-4: 

(4) a ‘ morUl living being, cap- 
able of receiving knowledge 

an essential property, 128'’ 35: ■ 

(5) an ‘animal capable of re- 
ceiving knowledL'e ’, 103*28 (cf. 
112*18-191, 130’’ 8, 132* 19-21, 

1-3, 133*20-3, 134* 14-17 Icf. 

102® 19-22, ‘ capable of learning 
grammar'! : but contr. 132*’ 10- 
13 (see (3) below! : (6) a ‘mor- 
tal ’ ( 3 poTot) ; hence of ‘becom- 
ing a man ', to ‘ become a mor- 
tal’ ; of the ‘destruction ofa man’, 
the ‘destruction of a mortal’, 
> 37 * 34-7 '• f 7 ) ‘ possessed of a 
tripartite soul 133*30-2. Not 
a property of man (ij to be an 
‘animal’, 136* 19: hencenotof 
what is ‘ not man ’ ' not to be 


an animal ’ ; nor of ‘ becoming a 
man ’ to ‘ become an animal ’ ; 
nor of the ‘destruction of a man ’ 
to be the ‘destruction of an 
animal 137*24-7 : (2) to be a 
‘walking biped’ (belongs as 
part of essence, Kara itefftfar), 
133*3-5: or a ‘ walking biped 
animal ’ |his def.), 132* 1-4: (3) 
to be a ‘ living being who par- 
takes of knowledge ’ (true also 
of God), IS?!* 10-13: (4) to 
‘ move by his own initiative ', 
133’’ 1-5 : (5) to ‘walk through 
the market-place ’ (never, or not 
always, a property), 133* 15-18 : 
(6 1 to be ‘motionless’ (tipeiuiv): 
belongs to 'idea' of man only 
qua ‘ idea ’, not qua ‘ man ’, 
1 37'' 6-8: (7) to be ‘virtuous’ 
(TorTTfoifiniov) : hence not of what 

15 ‘ more human ’ (paAXav Sefipai- 
sros] to be more virtuous, I37*> 
31-3 : 181 to ‘know’, 138^6-8: 
(91 to ‘ see ’ or ‘ hear ', 138*’ 8- 
10: (10) 10 ‘sleep’, 102*22-4. 

To be ‘sitting’, an accident 
of in , but a temporary property 
of any one who alone is sitting, 
or a relative property )( those 
not sitting, lo2'’2I-4. M. )( 
white m. : sophistical puzzle 
regarding their attributes, 133'’ 

16 foil. : different mode of being, 

A ‘ particular man ’ (0 rir 
“iffffximos I : his property (i) to be 
‘ walking in the gymnasium 
— a temporary property, izS** 
20- 1 : 1 29* 3-5 ; (2) to be ‘ walk- 
ing now ’.—a property ^ the 
present time, I 3 l'’l 6 -l 8 : ( 3 ) to 
•possess 4 fingers’ — an actual 
property (to imnpxo''), 134 * 30 . 
.Vo/ his property, ‘to be 
sitting with X’— rather a tem- 
porary property, I3i’>it-I4 
(cf. 102 *' 20 - 6 ). ‘Third man' 
IrpiTos tiy$poiios), neither ‘ Man ’ 
nor ‘ a man lyS** 36-9. 

Mandrobulus, the, 174’’ 27. 

Many questions (double question). 
Fallacy of: one of 7 fallacious 
refutations not dependent on 
diction, 166’’ 27: illustrated, 
167*’ 38-168* 16 : rules for solu- 
tion, Soph. El., cb. 30: why 
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deceptive, 169’’ 14-17 : a form of 
ign. elenchi, 169* 6-18. At root 
of fallacies of ambiguity and 
amphiboly, 17s'’ 39-41. 

Marrow, not to be described in 
definition as ‘ bone-formed 
140* 5 - 

Maxim (yvi/n/) = (i) true opinion, 
(2) general assertion, 176'' 18. 

Medea, 183*20. 

Medicine (a) = <l>upiiaita : to take 
it expedient at times, but not 
absolutely, 115** 26. 

(b) = lnrpiKri, the science both 
of producing health and of 
dieting, no*’ 18 : not def. {i)= 

‘ knowledge of what makes for 
health in animals and man ’ 
(redundant), 141*19-20: (2) = 

‘ knowledge how to produce 
disease and health ' [>= kn. how 
to produce health essentially, 
disease only accidentally], 143* 
3-8 : (3) = ' science of reality ' 
(Hippocrates’ defn. ; much too 
wide), 149*’ 6-10. Enables not 
always to cure, but' to do all 
that is possible to cure, loi** 8- 
10. In m. the ‘ good ’ = what 
. produces health, 107* 6 ; in m. 
that is more desirable which 
most or all doctors would choose, 
li6* 17-18. 

Melissus; (1) paradox that Being 
is one, io4’’22: (2) argument 
that universe is eternal, i67** 13- 
18, i68'‘ 35-40, 181*27-30: (3) 
,i68‘>37, 40-165)* 3. 

Memory, an activity, not a state, 
125’’ 18. Notdef. (i) =‘ abiding 
of knowledge’, 125’’ 6 foil. : (2) 

‘ a state retentive of a concep- 
tion ’, las'* 17. Knowledge not 
‘ remembering ’, for may be of 
present or future, ill*' 27-31. 
Mnemonic loci, 163** 29-30. 

^«/'A/^0ralway5 obscure, 139*’ 34: 
based on resemblance, hence 
renders subject partly intellig- 
ible, 140*9-11. M. condemned 
in rendering genus, 123* 33-7 : 
so too metaphorical definiiion, 
139'>32 (cf. i58*’8-ts), though 
not so bad as def. inapplicable 
even metaphorically, 140*6-17. 
Makes a problem intractable 
{SvmmxfiprjTov), ISB** 17. 


Misreasonings {trapaXoyurpai) from 
premisses proper to special 
sciences, loi* 5-17, 170*31-4: 
exx. from maths., 101*15-17, 
171*’ 38-172*5 : due to ignor- 
ance of force of words (ambigui- 
ties, &c.), 165* 15. 

Mixture ; the genus, not a 
species, of ‘fusion’ (Kpoatt), 122'’ 
25-6, since includes m. of dry 
things and .'. of wider denotation , 
I22*’3o-6:notadifreicntiaof'fu- 
sion’ (for same reason), 123*3-4. 

Moderate (or right) amount (to 
pirpiov) ; intermediate between 
‘ defect ’ and ‘ excess’, t23*> 29: 
a species of ‘ good ’, 123'’ 30 (in 
category ofquantity, 107*10-11). 

Motion, Movement (kivijoit), a 
kind of ‘activity’, 125** 17; 
genus of ‘growth, destruction, 
coming-to-be, &c.’, ill’’ 5; of 
‘ locomotion {<l>opa), alteration, 
&c.', 121*31-2: of ‘ locomotion, 
growth, decrease, &c ’, 122*28- 
9; of ‘walking’, 128*32-3. 
Possibly not found in soul, 123* 
15-16. Not genus of ‘soul’ 
(even if found in it, is liable to 
fail), 120’’ 24, 123*15-17,127’’ 
15-17. Heraclitus’ doctrine that 
all things are in m., 104’' 21 (cf. 
160'’ 19) : Zeno's doctrine that 
there is no m., i6o’’8, 19. 
‘ Wind ’ = a ‘ m, of air ’, rather 
than ‘ air in m.’, 127*4. 

Mud, not = ‘ earth mixed with 
moisture’, 127*14; nor any 
kind of earth at all, ib. 

Multiple {noWairXiia-iov), genus of 
‘double’, 121*4-5, ““’y 't* 

rein, to same unit, 124*’ 24-7. 
a kind of ‘excess’, 124’’ 29-31 : 
rel. to ‘fraction’, 114*17,125* 
6-9, 26-7: cf. 121*4-5. fa 
multiple, 114*15. 

Multiplication-table, to lo (nl 
KtipaXiapnl), 163'’ 25. 

Music, a kind of ‘science ’— iii* 
37, ’’2, 128*31-3. M. and 
grammar, 104'’ 26. 


Natural ability (cv^vui) for philo- 
sophy, def. = ‘the power rightly 
to choose the true and shun the 
false', 163'’ 13-15 : appearance 
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of, cultivated bydisclaiminglove 
of hard work, 118*22. 

Nature )( convention : see Law. 
A ‘ particular n.’ = a particular 
kind (ytvot) of being, 172* 37 
Necessa^: N. events )( ‘usual’ 
events (ra i>s eVl to iroXu), 1 1 2** 1 : 
){ the contrary of ‘ usual ’ (i e. 
‘comparatively rare’) events 

(to tV’ eXaTTOv), 1 12** 9 foil : )( 

‘chance’ even ts(TdOT(lrrp’crv;(<ii), 
II2’’2, 13: be n. )( be possible 
(f'vte'xetrBai), 121* 10, IS2'*32. N. 
premisses (see Premisses). 
Changes of subject, n. )( appar- 
ently n., )( neither really nor ap- 
parently n., Bk. II, ch 5 tnit 
Attributes that are notn., require 
renewed confirmation by sense, 
l3i*’2i-5. Necessaries )( super- 
fluities (to Ik ntptovaias), 1 18* 6 
foil. : superfluities the better, 
though not more desirable unless 
necessaries are already present, 
lb. N. predicates (of S and P) as 
tests of Accident, 112* 16-23 
Nestor, 117** 24. 

Night, not def. = a * shadow on 
the earth ’, 146** 28. 

Not-betng (pfi Si>) : contradictory 
of Being, 109** 23 (cf 19) : always 
predicable of what is ‘ coming 
to be ’, 128** 6 ; but not convert- 
ible with c -to-be, 128** 7; nor 
its genus, 128** 8 : nor the genus 
of anything at all, 1 28*" 9, 
Number; always either odd or 
even, I20*>4, i42*>g-io, cf. 123* 
13-14: ‘odd’ as differentia, 
122** 19, 23-4. Not the genus 
of ‘odd’, 122** 18; nor its 
species, 123*1-2. Unable to 
combine with ‘ line ’ to have a 
‘ product ’ (« TovTay), 1 50* 24-5 
Posterior to, and .• less intellig- 
ible absolutely than, ‘ unit ’, 
141** 5-9 ■ though unit generally 
defined through it, = ‘ starting- 
point of number’, 108** 26, 29. 
The soul not a n., 120** 3-6, 123* 
11-14, 23-6. 

N umencal sameness [v. 5 <m«c- 

Oath • Sophistical proof that o can 
be broken and keptat same time, 
180* 34-s, 38-** 1. 


Objection (evoracrir) : Esx. of, 1 14* 
20; ns'’ 15; 117*18, *>14: 
123** 17, 27, 34; 124** 32; 128** 
6; i34'’2S (cf. 13^6); 156*35; 
iS7'’2, 8, 17; i6o‘* 2, 8foll. O. 
to be invited, 109** 28, 120*37, 
157*34, ’’I, i6o>>i: to be 
brought, 110*10, 156'' 18. 

Should not be directed to actual 
point asked, if other ground can 
be found, iS7*37-'’2. 4 kinds 

of o : — (1) Solution of fallacy : 
(2) O ad hominem : (3) O. to 
questions asked : (4) O. to time 
allowed (cf. Time), 161* 1-15. 
Readiness ino a principal aim of 
dialectic training, 164** 1-4 : ob- 
jecting )( putting propositions, 
164** 4-7. How to meet o., 134* 
3-4, * 5 7'’ 6, 9, 20, 24 : easy if pro- 
position be partly true, partly 
false, 157'’25-3I : exx, 114*22, 
156*38, 157^11-16, 17-24. 

Captious 0. (of answerer) or 
false suggestion (of questioner) 
(o-vKotfmvrciv), 139** 26, 157*32. 

Objectionable (^tverov) contrary of 
desirable (q.v.), 113'’33-4, 135'’ 
tS(cf ii7>>5,ii 8*’34): property 
of ‘ evil’, 13S*> 14-16. 

Obscurity (tA acra ^ h ) : sources of, 
139*) 19 foil. (1) ambiguous 
terms (139'* 19-31, cf 130*2-3), 
(2) metaphoric^ terms (139'’ 
32-140*2), (3) unfamiliar terms 
(140*3-5), (4) inappropriate 
terms, whether lit. or metaph. 
(140*6-17)^ (5) expressions 

which conceal their contrary 
(140* 18-20) or their own mean- 
ing (20-2). Renders defin. 
intractable (8vac7r(x«p>|Tov), 158* 
12-13 Hints for examining 
Accident, when indeterminate 
{abiopiiTTOy), 120*6 foil. ; for 

examining obscure defin., 151'’ 
7-17 ; for answering obscure 
questions, Bk. VIII, ch. 7 (160* 

17-33). 

Odd, the differentia of number, 
122*>19, 23-4, 123*11-13, 142’* 
10 ; not Its species, laa** 18-24 ; 
not Its genus, 123*1-2. ‘Odd 
no ’not def. (t)=‘ that which is 
greater by one than an even no.’, 
142** 8 : (a) => a ‘ no. with a 
middle’, 14^ 30-7 (cf. 173'’ 8-9). 
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Odysseus, 117’* 13, 24. 

Ofinion : 'true or false ’ not differ- 
entia of o., for it may be neither, 
123* 15-18. 

Conformity with general o. 
the aim in dialectic, as truth in 
philosophy, 105*’ 30-1 (and v. 
Dialectic). Dialectic must study 
0. of crowd, 101*31, 105*35; 
of majority, 105“ 36 ; of philo- 
sophers, ib. ; of experts, 105*’! ; 
also unusual ct , 105* 37. One o. 
may have more than one Object, 
II4“25-6. O.-in-itself (auToSof a), 
162*30-1. 

0^/fr/^o.,not akind of ‘being’, 
because wider (including things 
non-existent), 121*21-5, '‘3-4: 
not akind of object of knowledge, 
because wider (including things 
not knowable), 121*21-5. Basis 
of sophistical proof that what is 
not, is, 167* 1-2 (cf. 180* 32-4). 
* Obj.-of-o.-in-itself ' (So^a<rr 6 v 
aho), 162* 28. 

Opposites (amKtlfuva) : 4 hinds 
(l) relatives, (2) contraries, (3) 
privation and state, (4) contra- 
dictories, 109'’ 18-19, 113'’ 15. 
Simultaneous hy nature, 142*24. 
Def. of term through its o. 
a fault, 142* 22 foil., but some- 
times inevitable, 142*26 foil, 
def. of o. should be o., 147*29 
foil. As tests of Genus, 125* 
25-32 ; of Property, 131* 14-26, 
135’’ 7-136* 13. 136’’23-3I; of 
Definition, 153*26-9 ; of Same- 
ness, 151’’ 33-6: reckoned 
among the handiest and most 
general of tests, 119*36. 
Knowledge of opposites one (see 
Knowledge). 

Ornament (Kotr/ior) in argument, 
how secured, 157*6-13 (cf. 
Weightiness), 

Paciiis' edition, 132* 36 n., '’3-8n. 
137* 12-17 n., i83*2n. 

Pain (a) = \imri : not genus of 
‘anger’, 125'' 29, 126*6-12; in 
spite of apparent claim, 127’’ 30: 
rather a cause of anger, 125'’ 
33-4 (cf. Anger). ' Jealousy ’ 
a kind of p., 109’’ 36, 110* i; 
‘ Indignation ’, a kind of p., 
110*2-3. F. of thirst contrary 


of pleasure of drinking, 106* 37. 
Things better without p. than 
with, 117*24. That p. is evil, 
as general a belief as that 
pleasure is good, 1 19* 38-*’ i. 
To cause p. and repentance may 
be sufficient punishment, 156* 
39- 

(i) = aXypSav : not def. = 
‘ violent disruption of parts 
naturally conjoined ’, 145“ 2-7 
(pain not inherent in sundered 
parts), i45’> 12-14 (gives cause 
rather than def. of p.). 

Paradox. To lead into p., one of 
chief aims of questioner in dia- 
lectical reasoning, 159*18-20; 
in contentious argument, 165'’ 14 
(cf. 183*29): methods em- 
ployed in contentious argument, 
172“ 10-24, and 29-173*30; 
174’’ 15-17: often results from 
leaving ambiguity undisclosed, 
17s'’ 33-7- Should not be asked 
point-blank in contentious argu- 
ment, 172'’ 21-4. Solutions sug- 
gested of arguments designed 
to lead to p., 172** 19-21, 33-4 : 
cf. 176*25-7. P. maintained 
by well-known philosopher = 
a Thesis (q.v.), 104'’ 19 foil. 
Sophistical method of over- 
throwing paradoxical thesis, 
174*’ 12-18. Paradoxical thesis 
to be avoided in dialectic, 160’’ 
17 : 2 forms of it, i6o'> 18-22. 

Paralogism (see Misreasoning). 

Parmenides : argument that Being 
is one, i82*>26. 

Passivity, a category, 1 03’’ 23. 
See Activity {noitly). 

Peculiar, Peculiarity (Miov), 101'’ 
17 : applied either to Definition 
or to Property, loi'' 19 : cf. 
139*31, 140*33-4, >>19-22, 

I49» 19. 

Peloponnesians, 152* 13, 15, 17, 
20, 23. 

Perception (nitrAivarffai), a kind of 
judgement, 111*16, 19. Not a 
property of ‘ animal ’, 138* 7. P. 
of contraries one, 104* 16, 105>> 
5, 156'’ 12-14. Problems soluble 
by p., 105* 7. [Cf. Sensation.) 

Perplexity (assopia) not def. = 
‘equality of contrary reason- 
ings’, I4S>’I-2, 4-7, 16-20: 
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two kinds of, 182’’ 33 foil. 
Greatest p. caused by ‘ incisive’ 
argument (q.v.), 182® 32. 

Petiiio prtncipii may be due to 
answerer's fault, 161'’ 11-17. S 
modes of, 162'' 34-163* 13; 
i 66’>25; 167*36-9: rules for 
its solution. Soph. £ 1 , ch 27 , 
why deceptive, 169’’ 13-17 • a 
form of elenchi, 168*’ 22-6 . 
)( begging contrary views, 163* 
24-8. 

Phaedrus, the, 140'* 4 n. 

Phitosopheme def., 162* 15 

Philosophy )( dialectic [see 
Dialectical Reasoning]. Stan- 
dards of philosophy )( of law or 
convention, 173*29-30. Natural 
ability necessary for ph , 163^ 
12-16 (and see s.v ). 

Phle^n, not well def. = the ‘ un- 
digested moisture that comes 
first off food ’, 140'’ 7. 

Physus, the, 160'’ 8 n. 

Piraeus, 177'’ 13. 

Plait (irov), one of categories, 103'’ 
23, IIS’* 12, 146'' 20, 30 n 

Difference of p not a specific 
difference, 144® 32. Definition 
should mention essential deter- 
minations of p , 146^ 30 

Plane (fmirjdoi/) ; def. »= ‘ limit of 
a solid’ not strictly scientific, 
but may be inevitable for un- 
scientific man, l4l‘’I5-25 Pos- 
terior to, and .'. less intelligible 
absolutely than, ‘line’, 14 1** 5-7, 
but prior to, and more intellig- 
ible absolutely than, ‘ solid ib 
More readily perceived thcin a 
‘line’, 141*’ lo-ii. ‘Finiteline’ 
def = ‘ limit of finite plane ’, 
148® 2S-9. 

Plato; [.is) philosopher : 

(def. of ‘ locomotion ’ = ' car- 
nage Theaet. 181 d ] , 140* 3, 
^4 (Phaedr. 245 e); 14a'’ in. 
(Def. 41 1 a); 146* 22n. (Hippias 
Mai. 297 e, 299 c); 148*15; 
166* 14 n. (Euthyd. 300 b-c); 
173*8 (Gorgias 4820); 179* 
35 n. (Euthyd. 298 e). 

(b) comedian: 140* 3 n. 

Pleasure; ambiguous, 106* 37-** i 
(p. of knowing has no contrary 
pain: contr. p. of dunking, 
contiary of pain of thirst, 106* 


37). ‘ Is p. desirable ’ ’ a good 

dialectical problem, I04*> 7. P. 
and ‘ good ’ or ‘ the good ’ (see 
Good). Not a kind of motion 
(xfi'ijiric), 121*30-7. treated as 
‘activity’ (cwpyfio), I46*>i6-I9. 
Makes a good thing yet better, 
117*23: sometimes objection- 
able, lipp’d, 10; sometimes 
beneficial, i igt* 7. Prodicus’ 
division of p. (i) ‘joy’ (xopd), 
(2) ‘ delight ’ (repots), (3) ‘good 
cheer’ {eilfipoavinj), IJ 2 “ 22 . 
Virtue better than p., 118'’ 32-3. 
Incontinence concerned with 
certain p only, 146*’ 26-7. 

‘ The pleasant ’ = ‘productive 
of pleasure’, 124* 16-17 ; hence 
(if p be good) a species of the 
‘useful’ 124* 17-20. 

One of the ends which makes 
things desirable, 1 18® 27-8 
(though strictly ‘ pleasure ’, 
rather than ‘the pleasant ’, is the 
end, 146® 10-12) : whether it- 
self a kind of good, depends on 
whether what is not good can be 
pleasant, 124® 8-14. 

Point (oTiypri, <rriptloi>),dtf = ‘limit 
of line ’ (not strictly scientific, 
but sometimes inevitable in 
dealing with unscientific men), 
141® 15 foil. Prior to, and .*. 
more intelligible ‘ absolutely ’ 
than, ‘ line ’, 141® 5-7 : but less 
readily perceived, and .•. some- 
times less intelligible ‘to us', 
than ‘line’, I4l®9-I2. 

Poste, E , edition of Soph. El , 
171® i6n 

Preliminary admission (irpoSiopo- 
\oyia) sometimes to be secured, 
io8®i4,iio*32, iI9®3S, I48®7-8. 

Piemissis (see also Propositions) ; 
how to put and arr.tnge, Bk. 
VIII (esp.chh.1-2). ‘Necessary 
p.’.def., I55®20; how to employ, 
155® 29-156* 3 ; may be secured 
by either deduction or induction, 
IS 5 ’’ 35 ' ‘P. other than neces- 
sary’, their fourfold purpose, 
I55®2I-S: how recognized, 
160*35-9. Should p. more 
difficult to argue than proposed 
concin be asked or granted ? 
V. 159*4 foil. False p. admis- 
sible in dialectic, 101*27-33, 
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162“ 8- 1 1 , 1 8-22 their concln. 
either true or false, 162'’ 12-15 
False concln requires false p , 
162’’ 1 5-14 but use of wholly or 
mostly filse p, if irretrievably 
bairenofanyconcln , stands first 
among ‘f.iults of argument in 
itself, 161’’ 19-24. Argument 
with false p (whatever its con- 
cln ) 4th among types of fallaci 
ous argument, 162'’ 11-15 false 
and childish p make even argu- 
ment with true concln. uorse 
than many with fa’se conclns , 
162'’ 22-4 Reasoning employs 
few p., 158* 28-9 Superfluous 
p., a fault m reasoning held 
for inquiry, 162*24-34, but 
recommended as dodge for 
concealment, 157*1 , though a 
controversial trick only, 1 55'’26. 
Degree of conviction attaching 
to p , compared with that 
attaching to concln,, 162’ 19-24 

Present (8<o/i«i) def. = ‘ a grant 
that need not be returned ’, 
125* 18. 

Prior terms, more intelligible 
‘absolutely’ than posteuor 
141'’ 5 , though sometimes less 
so ‘to us’, 141'’ 9 Genus 
should be p. to diflerentia, 
differentia to species, 144*’ lo-i i 
Definition, to be scientiiic, 
should be of posterior through 
p. terms, 141*26-31, '’15-16, 
though sometimes inevitably 
vice versa in dealing with un- 
scientific people, I4i'’i7 foil 
Sources of failure to define 
through p. terms are defn of X 
(l) through X’s opposite, 142* 
22 foil , (2) through X itself 
142* 34 foil , (3) through 

X’s co-ordinate-in-a-divi»ion 
(AirriSiiipii/tfiior), 142'’ 7 foil, (4) 
through a species or instance of 
X, 142'’ II foil A is better 
than li if inherent in p. subject, 
1 16*’ 17. \\ hat is at rest (ti 
tv Tjptpia) and definite {iainirfttvni ) 
is p to what is indefinite 
(liiipto'roi') and changing (tv 
KtvqtTei), 142*20-1 

Problems = propositions (q v ), 
loi 14-16, but differ in turn of 
phrase, lot'’ 28 foil. Universal 


p )( particular p, 108'’ 37, 
2 kinds of error in, (i) falsity, 
(2) unconventional vocabulary, 
109* 27-33, 

DtaleLitcal p. def , 104'’ i ; 
illustrated, 104'’ 7-17, Some 
subjects disqualified, 105* 3-9, 
cf 1 do** 17-22. Some harder to 
handle than others, and less 
amenable to generally accepted 
premisses, i6l'*34 foil. D p. 
,ind thesis, 104“ 29-105* 2 (cf. 
J bests) 

Protiuits, his triple division of 
pleasures (v. Pleasttte), 112'’ 
22 

PropLst\ def = an attribute 
peculiar to, and convertible 
with, S, but not essential, loi'’ 
19-23, 102* 1S-19 (cf 28-30), 
103'* 11-12, 109*’ 10. Sand Its p. 
ihe ‘ same ’, though less strictly 
so than S and its definition, 
103* 27-9 , must be different 
terms, though convertible, 135* 
9-19. Tests for p. applied lo 
Definition, 102'’ 27-9, 120'’ 13, 
cf 154'’ 13-14, 18-23 (see 
Definthon) , to Accident, 133 * 
32-4 seldom studied separ- 
ately, 120'’ 14. Different kinds 
of p. (i) Essential p, las'" 
16-18 . def, laS** 34-6, (2J rila- 
livc p, 102*26-8, '’24-6, las'* 
18-19, def, 128'’ 36-9: gives 
rise to either 2 or 4 problems, 
las'* 22-33, 129* 18-20 • 2 kinds 
of r p , according as difference 
is present (n) universiilly and 
alwajs, or [b) usually and in 
most c ises, i29*6-l6‘ amenab'e 
to tests for Accident, 129*32- 
4 1 (3I peimancnl , las'* 19- 
20 def. las'* 39-129* 2 , I4) 
lemboniry p., 102* 24-6, '’24-6, 
128“ 20-1 : def., 129*3-5 R-ef 
present time (lui'), I3i'’5 foil. 
P, of particular individual (nw) 
1 28'’ 20, 1 3 1 •> 12, 17. Accident 
m.ay become temporary or rela- 
tive p , but never a p absolutely, 
V AcCirfent, Different ways in 
which p may belong:— (i) 
natuially (normally), as opp. 
permanently, 134* 5, 29, 5-7 
(2} actually (rav7rnp;(oi'), 134* jO, 
’’7-10: (3) specifirally (tlSn), 
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I 34 “ 3 i. ‘’22-135“ 5: (4) abso- 
lutely, 134*33, 135*2, 137‘>28- 
138*3: (5) derivatively (xnr 
nXXo), 134*32, *’10-13: (6) 

primarily (ir npaTov airra) I34* 
33 i '’ lo-J 3 : (7) conditionally on 
being ina certain state 
134*34. ‘’13-18: (8) condition- 
ally on being the state in which 
something else is (r^ 

1 34 * 36, ‘'13-16: (9) becauseSis 
genus of a certain species (ra 
furex(ir6nt), 134*’ I, lS-22': 
(10) because S is species of a 
certain genus (ru ptTixttii), 134*’ 
4, *’1 8 - 32 : (11) potentially 

(8uvu/i«), 138*’ 27-139*8. Most 
arguable (Xoyixii) p. are the 
essential ( 129* 1 7, 21-6), perma- 
nent (129*18, 26-S),and relative 
(129*18-21). Tests for essen- 
tial and permanent p., lik. V. 
{a) Are they rendered correctly ? 
(chh. 2-3) j (i) Are they proper- 
ties at all ? (chh. 4 foil.). P. 
must render S more intelligible, 
I29'’2 foil., esp. 7-9, 131*12 
foil. : must be unambiguous, 
129*' 30-130* 14 j likewise itsS, 
130* 15-28 : must not contain 
redundancies, 130*29-'* 10, or 
universal attributes, 130** 1 1-22 : 
must be rendered singly, 130'’ 
23-37 ; and not circularly, 130'’ 
38-131*11 : must be a perraa- 
nenlattribute, I3l*37-‘’4, unless 
stated to be temporary, 131** 5- 
18 ; not evidenced by peiception 
alone, 131'’ 19-36; not essential, 
1 3 1*’ 37-1 32* 9 (not definition), 
I 33 *' 3 S-I 33 “ir (noCdiffeientiaj, 
133*18-23 (not definition or 
differentia) ; though should be 
prefaced by indication of 
essence (genus) 132*10-21: 
must be convertible, 132“ 7, '*8- 
18, 135*18; cf. 154'’ 18-23: 
must be true universally of S, 
132*27-*’ 3, 1 54'' 19-22 ; and of 
whatever is same as S, as such, 
1 33 * 24-34 "’“sf not be 

rendered in superlative, 139*9- 
20 (cf. 134*’ 22 foil.); is usually 
rendered in complex phrase (cV 
irv/i7r\oKff), 154'’ 15-16, (f’x TTOX- 
Xiv) 155*24. Sophistical diffi- 
culties arising from (a) problem 


whether S qualified by some ac- 
cident is same as S, 133*’ 15- 
36 ; (i) different ways in which 
p. may belong, 134*5, '8, 26- 
135* 5 ; to meet them, manner 
in which p. belongs must be 
stated fully, 135*^. P, of 
wholes of similar parts (o/ioiu- 
ptpri) must apply to both parts 
and tthole(irui>oXoi.),i35*20-'’6; 
of contraries, must be contrary, 
I3S^8-i 6; of relatives, must be 
relative, 13517-26; of terms 
opp. ns state and privation, must 
be so opposed, I35'’27-I36*4 ; 
of contradictories, must be con- 
tradictory, 136* 14-27 ; of co- 
ordin.ites-in-divisionmust be co- 
ordinates in divn., 136'* 3-14; of 
S, must be true of ‘ idea of S ’ 
not fua ‘idea 'but qua S, 137'* 
3-1 3 ; of S that is v an.ible in de- 
gree, must vary directly with it, 

137'’ 14-27. 

P. more easily disproved than 
proved, 1 54** 1 3-23 : of predic- 
ables other than definition, p. 
the e.isiest to disprove, hardest 
to prove, 155*23-7. 

Propoi itions ( see also Pt emisses) : 
the material of reasoning, loi** 
15 : = problems, lol'* 14-16, but 
different in turn of phrase, loi'* 
28 foil. 4 kinds of p. dist. by 
predicable involved, loi** 17, 
33 ; proof of this, inductive 
(103'’ 2-6) or deductive (i03'’6- 
19); no single system of tests 
applies to all, 102*35. P. always 
predicate an attribute in one of 
10 categories, 103*’ 33. 3 kinds 
of p, dist. by subject-matter, 
VIZ. those dealing with ethics 
(fiBiKiti), nat. philosophy (4>v<ri- 
Kni), and logic (Xoydtnt), ioc'>i 9 
foil. : classificn. rough (105“ 19) 
and its branches not easily 
defined (*> 25). Makes a single 
statement about a single thing, 
169* 8. 

Dialectical p. def., I04* 8, 
and varieties illustrated, Sk. I. 
10 passim, and 14 init. (see 
Op.nion) : = ‘ one to which an- 
swer is "Yes" or ‘‘No’”, 158* 
15-17, 160*33-4, (cf. 175** 8-10, 
176* II, 15) : =* ‘ one supported 
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by a no. of instances with no 
apparent neg instance’, 157'* 
32-3 ; cf. 1 5^' 3-6. Pliilosophy 
regards truth of p, dicilectic 
their general acceptance, 105** 
30: cf. 155*’ 7-16. P. to he 
secured m most general form 
and then subdivided as far as 
possible, 105’’ 31: cf. 109'’ 13 
loll., 164“ 3, *’18. Discoveiy 
of suitable p., a main means of 
dialectic, io5-*2t-3, 164 *>2-4 
Stock of p. should be learnt by 
heart, to be obtained 

by practice in deduction with 
expert reasoners, 164“ 13-14. 

Putting of p. )( objecting, 
164’’ 4-7. Arrangement of p 
(see Arrattgement). 

Prosy llogism, in proof of pre- 
misses, a means of concealment, 
156*7. 

Protagoras, 173** 19. 

Pru/ience : more tlestr- 

able in old age, 117*28, th\n 
power, 118* 18 ; the form of 
Knowledge most generally 
agreed to be good, ii9*’33-4 
thought by some to be both 
a moral \ irtue and ^knovi ledge, 
121'’ 31; thought by others not 
to be knowledge, 121'’ 32-3 
Fourfold disproofthat, of V irtues, 
p. alone is knowledge, 130*27- 
31. P. as knowledge of the 
noble and of the base, 137* 12 
foil. What tends to bring 
happiness, prefer.iblc to what 
tends to brings p , 116'’ 24-6. 

Choice of prudent man, the 
norm of what is desirable, 116* 
14 ; of the ‘ natural ’ use of 
anything, 145*25-7. 

Pseudo- AUxandir, 183* 12 n 

Punishment some doubts de- 
serve p., 105*4-7. To cause 
pain and repentance may be 
p. enough, 156'' 39. 

Quality, a category, 103'’ 22, 26, 
38, 179*9: essence of a term 
may be a q., I03*’27-8, 31-3 
Tests for comparative values 
generalized as comparative tests 
of any q., Bk. Ill, ch. 5. Genus 
of a q. must be a q, 121*7-8 
UiHerentia indicates a q., 128* 


26-8 (cf. 122'’ 16-17), I44‘ 18- 
22. Definition should mention 
essential determinations of q., 
146'’ 20-2, 30. 

‘ White ’ a q., not essence, of 
‘ snow ’, 1 20’’ 27-9 ; so ‘ good 
of ‘virtue’ (144*17-18), of* soul’ 
or ‘man’ (107*7-8). Verbal 
terminalionspropertoq. )( those 
proper to quantity or to activity, 
a source of fallacy of ‘ form of 
e\pression ', 166'’ 13, 16-8. 

QhiihIiIv, a category, 103'’ 22, 26, 
38, 178*8, 179*9: essence of a 
term may be a q , l03*’33-5. 
Definition should mention 
essential determinations of q., 
146’’ 20-2, 30. * Good ’ (ofq.)= 
the ‘ proper amount ’ (pcTpiov), 
107* 10-11. 

For v,ariations of q., see 
Greater and less Degrees, 
Superlative. 

Reason (lot'r) m soul, analogous 
to ‘ sight ’ in eye, lois* ii : man 
‘capable of acquiring r.’, 112* 
18-9. 

Reason, faculty of {yh Xoyioriitdv) : 
the seat of ‘ shame ’ (oiVi;i'»'i7) 
126“ 8: of ‘wishing’, i26*i3:of 
‘ignorance’, M?** 29-33. 
property (i) to ‘command’ 
(‘ relative ’ property, of kind 
occurring ‘ usually and in most 
cases’), 129*10-16: (2) to show 
‘ wisdom ’ (ro i/ipdwpni/) ; be- 
longs to It, ‘ primarily ’ (ur to 
irpSiTuv), 134*33-4 : cf. 138’’ 2-4, 
145* 30-3, and cf. 136'’ 1 1. AW 
Its property actually to ‘ reason ’, 
138*33-6. Belongs primarily 
to ‘ soul’, 138'’ 12-15. 

Reasonini^ (syllogism), def, 100* 
25: divided, 100*27 foil.: the 
division rough, loi* 19. Always 
employs few premisses, 158* 
28-9: requires universal pre- 
misses, 164* lo-l I ; turns on def. 
of familiar and primary ideas, 
i 63’’20-2. Genuine )( apparent, 
164'’ 25 foil. R. per auidens 
cannot be refutation, 168’’ 4-5, 
though amateurs often entrap 
scientists by it, 168’’ 6-10. R. 
)( rhetoric, l67'’l3 (contr 8): 
backwardness of earlier theory 
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ofr. (contr. Rhetoric), 184*8- 
'*2. Dialectician dist. from 
amateur examiner in knowing 
theory of r., 172*34-6. 

[See Demonstration, Didactic 
argument. Contentious r., Dia- 
lectical r.. Hypothetical r.. 
Fallacy, Misreasoning.'l 

‘ R.’ = deductive r. (as opp. 
inductive), 103'’ 7, 105* ii, 153* 
8, 23 i ISS^iS. 164*13: more 
forcible and effective, 105* 18 : 
more suited agst. experts, 105“ 
18, 157*18, 164* 13-14 (advised, 
with view to laying up store of 
premisses). 

Recollection, considered as genus 
of * learning ', 1 24* 22. Know- 
ledge not = r., iii'> 26-31. (Cf. 
Memory). 

Reductio ad absurdum, 162** 20 n. ; 
and see Impossible. 

Redundancy, 139** 15 and Bk. 
VI, ch. 3. Sources of, 140*24 
foil, (i) universal predicates, 
140*24-32; (2) words not 

required to express essence, 
140*33-'’ 15: (3) words that 
render defn. too narrow, 140’’ 
16-26 : (4) vain repetition of 
word already used or implied, 
140'’ 27-141* 14, 141* 15-22. 

[See Babbling.] 

Refutation: genuine )( apparent 
or sophistical r., 164'’ 25 foil, 
a kinds of sophistical r., ( 1 ) only 
apparently valid, (a) valid but 
only apparently appropriate, 
169*20-3. One of principal 
aims of contentious reasoning, 
16$^ 14. Sophistical r. never 
absolute, but always relative 
to some one, 170*12-13, viz. an- 
swerer, 170*17. R. def. (l) = 

‘ reasoning involving contradic- 
tory of given conclusion 165* 
3 ; or (more simply) = ‘ proof of 
contradictory of given thesis ’, 
170" I, 171*5: cf. 174'’ 35 - 6 . 
177*16-17; (2) 167*23-7: cf. 
181*1-5, '*20-2. Defn. of r. 
follows closely on that of 
‘ reasoning ’, except that con- 
clusion IS described as the 
‘ contradiction ’ of some view, 
168*35-6. All demonstration 
is also r., 170* 24-6 : every one 


engaged in r., 172*34. R. de- 
pendent on diction of 6 kinds, 
165'’ 24-7 ; proof of this, 27-30; 
such r. sometimes due to lack of 
clearness in question, i69'>35- 
6 ; but same lack of clearness 
often obscures r., 175* 41-'’ 14, 
'’28- 30. Not all r. dependent 
on ambiguity, lyy*" 7-9 (cf .179’’ 
3S-180* 7) ; only ‘ ambiguity ’, 
‘ amphiboly ', and ‘ form of ex- 
pression’, 168*23-5. R. not 
dependent on dicticn of 7 kinds, 
166'’ 21-7. Reasoning per acci- 
dens cannot be r., 168’’ 4-5. R. 
(true or false) infinitein no.; com- 
plete study of r. demands omni- 
science, 170* 20-34. Study of r. 
employing principles of particu- 
lar science belongs to experts in 
that science, 170*36-8. Dia- 
lectic studies only r. resting on 
common principles, not peculiar 
to any particular science, 170* 
38-9 : this includes r. which are 
(i) really dialectical, (2) only 
apparently dialectical, (3) suited 
to examination, 170*8-11. 
Dialectic studies sophistical r., 
172*5-8: cf. 108*26-31 (but 
contr. 108* 33-7). 

Relation, a category, I03* 22. 
Essen fialr.(rp6sTi eaffaM) opp. 
generic r. (irpor ri Kara to yivos), 
124*23, 146*36: op^. accidental 
r.(iTpdr Ti Kara ov/i^fP.), 143*3-4, 
Refutation must prove contra- 
dictory true in same r. intended 
in original thesis, 167*26, 170*7, 
180*28-30, *7 foil., 181* 1-4. 

Relative terms : essence of term 
may be a relation, 142*28-30, 
146*3-4 (cf. 103*27-9): such 
essentially r. t. (irpdc n kgB' avrd) 
must be def. through its corre- 
late, 142*30-1 ; being meaning- 
less in abstraction, 181*26-^. 
Genus of r. t. must be r., lai* 3- 
4, 124* 16-17 : but this question- 
able (e.g. ‘virtue’ a r. t., but 
‘ good ’ not so), 124* 19-22 ; and 
not true vice versa (e.g. ‘know- 
ledge ’ a r. t., not so ‘ grammar ’ ), 
124*18-19: r. t. and its genus 
should be r. to equal no. of 
things, 125* 14-23 ; though 
peih. not always, 123* 23-4. 
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Differentia of r. t. must specify 
correlate, 145M3-18. R.t. should 
be def. in all its relations, 142’* 
30~5, esp. in that which is best 
(M3‘‘9-n: cf. 146'’ ii, Mg'* 37 ), 
natural (14*1*19-27), and pri- 
ma^ (145*28-32); but not in 
accidental relations, 142'’ 35- 
143*8, I 49 *’ 4 - 6 , 12-23. [Fordef. 
of r. t. see also Bit. VI, ch. 8 

(146*36-147*11), M?* 33-31.] 

Test for statements about r. 
t., *111*6-7 (v. I lo** 33-1 1 1*6). 
Knowledge of r. t. the same, 
JOS'* 34 , io9*’i 8, 164*1-2. R. 
)( absolute standard of ‘ good ’ 
or ‘ desirable ’, 116*21-2, *> 8- 
ip.- r. )(absolute use of expres- 
sion, 166" 23, 37-167*20, and 
Stmh. El., ch. 25. Sophistic 
refutation always r.to answerer, 
170* 1 2-1 3, 1 7-8. R. t. give occa- 
sion for ‘babbling’, i73hi-5; 
for fallacy of ‘ form of expres- 
sion ’, if mistaken for sub- 
stances, 178*4-8, 36-'’!, 179* 
*" 9 - 

R.t. as tests of Accident, 
114*13-25, 119*37, ”3-4; of 
Genus, 124“ 15-125“ 14, 147* 
23-8 ; ofDifferentia, 145*13-32, 
146*21-32 ; of Property, 135'’ 
17-26; of Definition (see reff. 
above). 

Rhetoric: like dialectic, (i)aiins 
at doing best in circs., 101“ 5- 
10; (2) examines inconsis- 

tencies of statement, i74'’i9foll. 
)( reasoning (syllogism), 167'’ 8 
(contr. 13). History of r. com- 
pared with that of dialectic, 
183'’ 26 foil. Rule of r., to cast 
enthymemes into universal form, 
164* 5 : in r., argument from 
‘ signs ’ (analogy) = argument 
from consequences, 167“ 8. 

Rhetorician, def. of, criticized, 
149b 26-9. 

Rob-soti (’AiroXXwvISijc), iSa** 20. 

Ross, JV. D., conj., 137b ion. 


Sameness (ratrov ) : ambiguous, 
103* 7, 25-9 : and not easy to 
divide, 169*24-5. 3 kinds of 
s., 103*7, (i) numerical, def. 
103* 9, (2) specific, def. 103* 10, 


(3) generic, def. 103*13. Of 
these, numerical s. its most 
generally agreed sense 103* 23 ; 
but even this ambiguous ; 3 
shade.s of meaning distinguish- 
ed, 103* 25-39. Tests of numeri- 
cal sameness, Bk. VII, ch. i. 
Water from same well, same 
specifically, 103* 14. Questions 
of definition mostly concerned 
with s., 102* 7 : disproof of s. dis- 
proves defn., but proof of s. 
does not prove one, 102® 11-17, 
Bk. VII, ch, 2. Study of ‘ differ- 
ences ’ useful for arguments 
about s., 108* 38-’’4, Sophistical 
difficulties in fixing properties, 
owing to ambiguity of ‘ s.’ and 
‘ difference ’ (e.g. is ‘ A ’ the 
same as ‘A qualified by an 
accident ’, or as its accident ?), 
133'’ 15 foil: cf. 178“ 39-179* I. 
Arguments about A from what 
is ‘ same ’ as A, in fixing proper- 
ties, 133*24; accidents, 133* 
32. Failure to distinguish s. )( 
difference, a source of fallacy of 
Accident, 169’* 3-6. 

Sameness of relations between 
2 things (A and B) and an attri- 
bute (n), as test of Property, 
137* 8-20. 

Science (see also Knowledge). 
Principles of s, should be self- 
evident, loob 19-21 ; and prius 
of all else, 101*39. Use of 
dialectic in ref. to principles of 
s., ioi*36-b 4. Fallacies based 
on principles of special s., loi* 
5-17, 170* 31-4 (see Mis- 

reasoning, Refutation). Special 
s. of anything the Judge of its 
‘natuml’ use, 145*25-7. No 
special s. definable as the ‘ s.of 
reality’, 149b 6-23. S. possibly 
infinite in no., 170*22. Ones, 
‘better’ than another if (i) 
concerned with better object, or 
(2) more accurate, 157*9. That 
* the s. of many things is one ’, 
ambiguous, 110“ 16. Specula- 
tive )( practical s., I52b4 (and 
cf. 149*9-13. ' 4 . 17): specula- 
tive )( practical )( productive s., 
145*15,157*10. Philosophical 
s., 101*34. S. of definition 
(dpioTuq) a speculative s., 141*8. 
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Exx. of sciences : (i) Attlh- 
mtttc {apidfwi], also called a 
‘ study ’ (juuflijo-i-), I53» 10 ; (2) 
Geometry, 101*7, 132*31 foil., 
170*28 30, also called a ‘study’ 
(paBiprit), 153*10; an ‘art’ 
^«> 7 ),I 04 » 34 - 6 (cf.IS), 170*31, 
171“ 12-13, 172* I : cf. ‘ art and 
faculty 170* 36 : (3) Medicine, 
ioi*’^io, no'' 18, 141*19, 

I49*'6, 19, 163* 10, 170*29-30 : 
also c^led a ‘ faculty ’ (ivrapis), 
ioi'’6; an'art’, 104*34-6, 170* 
31 : (4) Grammar, 111* 37, 124*’ 
19, 126*5, 19: (5) Music, III* 
37,128*31-2: {(i) RheioriL,\0'(^ 
6-10: also called a ‘faculty ’ 
Ob ) ; an ‘art’, 104*34-6 (cf. 15) 
[N.B. no apparent distinction 
observed between ‘ science ’, 
‘ art ’, ‘ faculty ’and ‘study ’ ] 

Scientist his property to be ‘in- 
controvertible by argument ’ — 
belongs by reason of state he is 
in (wt Tffl whereas to 

‘science ’it belongs because it 
is the state of the s. (r« tx^aBw.), 
134*34-'’ I, 15-18. [This the 
solution of the objection (133'’ 
28-31) that It belongs to both, 
and is property of neither] 
Not his property ‘not to be 
deceived by argument,’ 132* 
3 I- 4 ' 

Sea : not its property to be ‘ the 
largest vol. of salt water ’ (true 
of whole sea, but not of particular 
seas), 135*28-32. Calm : sea 
= windlessness . air, 108*11-12, 
•> 25-6. 

Sensation, Sentience (aurflijo-ir) ; a 
kind of ‘state’ (t|*f), iss*" 17 : 
Its privation ‘ absence of s.’ 
(ai'aurBqoia), 114 “ II. Not a 
‘ capacity ’, 1 19'’ 2 : not genus of 
‘knowledge’, 125* 28-32 : not = 
knowledge, because irrecover- 
ableiflost, 105*28-30; problem, 
how different, demands study, 
108*4. Problem ‘Is s. know- 
ledge ? ’ a ‘ definitory ’ problem, 
102* 5-7. S : object of s. = 
knowledge : object of know- 
ledge, 108*9. Not def. = 
‘ movement through the body ’, 
125*’ 16. ‘ Be sentient ’, or 

‘ have sense ’ (tdaBaptoBat) and 


‘want sense’ (nvniirflijrov tinai) 
doubly ambiguous, (i) have 
sense )( active use of sense, 129'’ 
33-4 ; (2) spiritual sense )( 
bodily sense, 106*’ 23-8. ‘ See- 
ing’ (ofino-ic) a species of s, 
114*19, 124*38, *’6. To be a 
s., not a property of hearing, 
> 3 S’’ 3 '“ 3 - Sleep not a ‘ failure 
of s.’, 145'’ 1-4, 14-16. S. as a 
property of ‘ animal ’ (see 
Animal). Object of s., assumed 
to be knowable, 114*21; but 
often denied to be so, 114*23; 
better known (i) to mass of 
men, and sometimes to us, than 
more abstract objects, I 4 i*’ 9 - 
12, 156*6-7; (2j at first, but 
objects of thought later, 142* 
2-4. Obiects of same kind 
apprehended by same s., I06* 
29-30: ‘white’ (clear) in colour 
and in sound, or ‘sharp )( dull ’ 
in flavours and in edges, appre- 
hended by different s , 10^ 30- 
3. Facts evidenced by s. not 
to be trusted as permanent, 
131'’ 19 foil. ‘Ideas’ must be 
objects of s , if they exist m us, 
113*27-32. , 

Shame (ahrxwi)) resides 1:1 faculty 
of reason, 1 26* 8 ; not a kind of 
fear, 126*6. 

Shamelessness {iyaiitia) not def. = 
‘product of courage and false 
opinion’, 1 50'’ 3-6. 

Sharp (ofu), opp. (l) to ‘flat’ 
(jSnpu), of sounds : (2) to ‘ dull ’ 
{apPXv}, of edges, 106*13, 32, 
107*13, '’23. Applied to fla- 
vours, 106*32, 107'’ 14: to an 
angle (acute), 107* 16. 

Sicily, 177’’ 13 - 

Si£^ht (oi(«t), a species of sensa- 
tion, 114*19 (Spnirit), 124*38, 
I* 6 : the state (e^ir) of which 
‘ blindness ’ is privation, 109*’ 
22, H7'*‘ 34 (stK Blindness), S.: 
eye = reason (voCr) : soul, 108* 
II. )( hearing, 10^32. A 
property of it, ‘ to see, inasmuch 
aswehaves.’, 136*1-2, To ‘see’ 
(opnv), not a property of ‘ man’, 
138'’ 9 : • Seeing’ (ffXentiv) am- 
biguous, ( i ) to possess s.,(2) to use 
s. actively, 106'’ 15-20. (So too 
'failure to see’ — t 4 w pXewftv.) 
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Colours m bodies dist. by their 
reaction on s , toy** 29-30. 
‘Beauty’ not def =‘ pleasure that 
comes through s. or hearing 
146’ 22 foil. 

Silver )( litharge and tin, 164'' 
22-4. 

Sleep not def. = ‘ failure of sensa- 
tion 145'’ 1-4, 14-16 not a 
property of man, 102* 22-4, 28- 
30 - 

■S^cWinot = ‘frozen water’, 127* 
14 ; nor is ‘ water’ its genus at 
all, 127*15 ‘ White ’ its acci- 

dent, not Its genus, 120'’ 22-35, 
127'’ 2-4. 

Snub-nose 173’’ to, i8i'’38 foil. 

Sectaies, 103*30, i6o*’27-8, idd** 
34 , 183” 7, 

Solecism def, 165" 20-1 ; a princi 
pal aim of contentious reasoners 
to produce, 165*’ 14 : methods 
employed, Soph El , ch. 14 
how avoided, Soph. El , ch 32 
sometimes turns on failure of 
question to be explicit, i69‘’35 
7. S. real )( apparent, 173'- 17 
foil. S. compared to fallacy of 
‘form of expression ’, 174“ 5-9 

Solid (i) = <TTfjit6v . posterior to, 
and absolutely less intelligible 
than, ‘plane’, 141’’ 5-7' more 
readily perceived than either 
‘ plane ’ or ‘ line ’, and . some- 
times more intelligible to us, 
I4l'’9-H. ‘Plane’ def = 

* limit of a s.', 141^ 22. 

(a) = Syxot ; ‘ sharp ’ has diff 
meaning of a s and of a sound, 
106*13-14, toy** 23 : of a s. and 
of a flavour, 106*32. 

Solution (Kva-is) def. (1) i6o'’23- 
39; (2) 1 76*’ 29-30, 1 79'' 23-4 S 
of refutationsappears in analysis 
of their forms, being merely the 
appropriate objection, 170'’ 4-5, 
175* 17-20: expounded in detail. 
Soph. El., chh. 16-32. Sugges- 
tions fors. of arguments leading 
(i) into fallacy, ida'’ 24-30, 
I76’>36-I77*6; (2) into para- 
dox, I72'> 19-21, 33-4: cf 176* 
25-7. S. of properly reasoned 
arguments )( s. of merely 
apparent arguments, i76'’35-6 
S. of fallacies dependent on 
diction follows opposite of point 


on which fallacy turns, 179* 
II foil Merely apparent s. 
should be advanced in default 
of ‘proper’ (bpdri) s , 176* 19 foil, 
(cf. '’29). Study of s. useful (i) 
for philosophy, 175*5-12, (2) for 
reputation as arguer, 175*13-16 

Sophism, 162*14: def. 162*16. 

Sophist def = ‘ one who makes 
money from apparent but unreal 
wisdom 165* 22-3, lyi” 28-g ; 
not def. = ‘ one who can ’ 
(deceive), 126* 31-2. Doctrine 
of s that all that is either has 
come to be or is eternal, 104'’ 
25-6. 

Sophistual )( contentious argu- 
ment [q V.] distinguished by 
motives of arguers, lyi*" 25-34 
S difficulties in fixing proper- 
ties, arising from ambiguity of 
‘same’ and ‘different’, 133’’ 
15 foil. Arguments seem a. if 
not proved step by step, 158* 
34-6. Apparent but irrelevant 
proof always s., 162*12-15. 
Brj son's method of squaring 
circle sophistical, because not 
based on appropriate premisses, 
171” 16-18 Most s. of all 
tricks of questioner, to state 
conclusion as proved when 
unproved, 174'’ 8-1 1. ‘S turn’ 
of argument on to more favour- 
able ground, Bk. II, ch. 5, in’’ 
32 foil, 172’’ 19, 25-8: not so 
easy as formerly, because 
answerers are sharper, i72'’2o: 
where neither really nor appar- 
ently necessary, to be avoided, 
asalien to spirit of dialectic, 1 12* 
9-n fcf Verbal Argument). 

Sophistry def. = (i) ‘the art of 
making money from an apparent 
wisdom’, 171*27-9, (2) ‘the 
semblance of wisdom without 
the reality’, 165*21, I 7 i'’ 34 - 
Akin to dialectic and the art of 
examination, 183'* 2. 

Soul def. = ‘ self-mover ’ (Plato), 
140’’ 3 : but not a ‘ self-moving 
number', 140*2 : nor a ‘num- 
ber’ at all, 1 20* 3-6; 123*13- 
14, 23-6. ‘Self-moved’ not its 
genus but rather its accident, 
120* 22-8, 32-5 ■ nor ‘ moved ’, 
for possibly not in motion, 123* 
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15-17, cf 127’’ 15-17 'motion’ 
inapplic'ible to Sj for none of 
Its species will apply, in*' 5 
Notdef =' substance capable of 
receiving knowledge ’ (for cap- 
able of Ignorance too), i5i'>i 
May, but need not, possess 
self-knowledge, 125*39 40, *>3- 
4 Its property ( i ) to he ‘ fitted 
to command’ the body— rela- 
tive property, US'" 18-19 (2) to 
'show wisdom'— belongs deriva- 
tively (rnr' nXXo), because 
s possesses faculty of reason, 

1 34“ 32 (3) ‘o be the ‘ primary 
whole of which faculties of 
desire and of reason form part 
I38'‘i2-t5 Better and more 
important than body, 1 18» 32-3 
virtue and vice of s )( of bod\, 
153'’ i-io Its immortality 
1 19'’ 36-7 To ‘have a s ’ not 
correctly rendered as property 
of ‘ In mg creature ’ (foiov) unless 
genus (‘substance’) be also 
stated, 132*15-16, though 
correct in avoidance of unnersal 
predicates, 1 30’’ 20-2 To ‘ hav e 
tripartite soul ’, an essentia! 
property of ‘ man ’, 133* 30 2 

Spat tans, 15a* 14, 15, 1 7, 20, 22 
176*’ 5 

Species See Genus 

itpeustppuf, 174'’ 27 n 

Spider (^lAuyyini'], not to be de- 
scribed in defn as ‘ poison- 
fanged ’ (unfamiliar term), 
140*4 

Spirited faculty (l) = Ou/ionitt , 
seat of anger, but not of friend- 
ship and not of hatred, 113* 
35 foil, 126*10, seat of fear 
126*8 (2) fliAiiKoi-, 129“ 12 

Sfu irin§ the circle, method of 
Hippocrates, 171’’ 15 , by 
lunules, I7i*’i5, 172*3, of 
Bryson, 171'’ 16, 172*4, of 
Antiphon, 172*7 

State ( I ) = one of the cate- 

gories, 103'’ 23 (2) = ff r S )( 
‘activity’, 125'’ 15 )( the 

‘capacity’ that attends it, 125'’ 
20 )( what IS in, or is described 
in terms of, the s —a property 
may belong in either way, 134* 
34-*' I, 13-18 a s and what is 
m the s have same properties, 


133** 25-8 Genus of ‘virtue’ 
and of ‘knowledge’, i2i'> 38 (cf 
Disposition') knowledge a s of 
the soul, 1 24’’ 34 A s neces- 
sarily found in that whose s It IS, 
125* 33-7 Tests for definition 
ofas,i4/»i2-22 ‘The good’ 
not a ‘ s of virtue’, 142’’ 12 
Justice nota's that produces 
equality or ‘ distributes what is 
equal’, 143*15-16 ‘Virtue’ 
not = ‘ a good s ’, 144* 9-10 
T and privation as tests of 
ambiguity, io6'>2i-8, of Acci- 
dent, 114*7-12, 119*37, *'1-3 , 
of Genus, 124*35-’’ 6, of Pro- 
perly 135*’ 27-136*4, of Defini- 
tion 147” 4-17, 26-148*9 
Sttache, edition, 132*360, 166’’ 
25 n 

less good than health, 
1 16’ 18, than justice, 1 16'’ 38 
^trigil, not def = an ' instrument 
for dipping water’ (not its 
natural use), 145*23-5 
Students (ijiepoa/itvoi) as opp other 
hearers of Aristotle, 184*6 
Siibstanie, a category, 103’’ 22 foil 
Tendency to treat every predi- 
cate as a s a special source of 
fallacy of 'form of expression ’, 
168*25-6, 169*33-6, 1 70*1 5, and 
Soph ri,ch 22, esp 178*5-8, 
>>36-179*10 Predicates in 
categ of s (eg ‘ man ’), like 
other general predicates, )( 
individual s , 178“ 37 foil ‘ In- 
dividuality ’ and ‘being’ usually 
ascribed in fullest sense to 
5,169*356 

Sun not def = ' star that 
appears by day ’ (virtually cir- 
cular), 142*’ I Not Its property 
to be ‘the brightest star that 
moves over the earth ' (known 
by perception only, and not 
knowable as permanent), 131'’ 
25-30 

Superlative, attribute rendered in 
{Ka0’iiripffo\^r,134^24 ImeppaXrj, 

139*9 Mnkiorn dTioCv, 1 52* 5) • 
cannot be a property. 139*9-20 
(cf 134’’ 22 toll ) of A and B, 
if each an individual, implies 
their numerical sameness, 152* 
5-12 , if not, implies that one 
contains the other 15a* 12-30. 
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Surface (cVi^dvna) Its property, 
to be ‘ the piimary thing that is 
coloured’, I3i’’33-^, 134“ 10-13: 
belongs primarily (cor tottputov), 
134'’ 10-13 - solution of objec- 
tion (134*22-5) that It belongs 
to ‘ body ’ also, and •. cannot be 
property of either Contr 138* 
15-19, ‘being colouied' not a 
property of s , and vi hether so or 
not, cannot be property of 
‘body’ (Same solution would, 
however, apply.) 

Syllogism. See Reasoning Syllo 
gistic (reasoned) argument )( 
contentious argument, 187'’ 
34-6 Most incisive form of s 
argument, i82*>37foll ; of con- 
tentious do., 183*7. 

Synonym, iiynonymous terms 
Must have same definition, 
107'’ 4-5, 148* 24-5, *■ 3. Genus 
and species must be s., 1 23* 28- 
9, I27*’6, cf. 154* 18 Syllable 
cannot be s with one of the 
letters m it, t5o*>2o-i. S not 
a definition, 149* 1-4 ; though 
* definitory ’, 102* 5. Refutation 
must prove contradictory of 
actual attribute asserted, not of 
its s., 167* 24. £xx., ‘ doublet ’ 
= ‘cloak’, 103* 10, 27, 168*30 
‘ beautiful ' «= ‘ becoming ’, 102* 
6, 135* 13. 

Temperance ; not dcf. = a ‘ har- 
mony’ (irup^aii'i'a), because (i) 
metaphorical, 123*34-7, 139'’ 
33 : (2) a harmony always found 
between notes , not so ‘ virtue ’, 
‘ harmony ’ and ‘ virtue ’ not in 
subaltern relation, 139'’ 37-140* 
2 More desirable in youth 
than in old age, 1 17* 32 , than 
courage, 1 1 7* 36. A property of 
t. to be essentially the natural 
virtue of the faculty of desire, 
ISfi** 10-14; likewise of faculty 
of desire to be primary seat of 
t., 138’’4. ‘Justice’ not def. = 
‘ t. and courage ’, 150* 3 foil. 

Terence, 166* 37 n. 

Theaetetus, the, i22^26n. 

Themxstocles, 176* i. 

Theodorus, i83*>32. 

Thesis (i) acc. to strict defn , 104'' 
I 9 i 34 . 30: eg. para- 


doxes of Antisthenes, Heraclitus 
and Melissus, 104*’ 20-2 F\ery 
t, in this sense, a ‘problem’, 
not vice versa, 1 04*> 25^-34 Such 
t to be collected among other 
‘premisses’, l72'’3l-2. 

(2) in wider sense = ‘ dialec- 
tical problem ’ generally, I04l’ 
34-6, or (more strictly) the 
answerer’s ‘ position ’ on the 
problem, i ii’> 36 (= ro kei/ui'iiv, 
112*1), 112*4, 7, 13, 113*19, 
120*27, Bk \\\\ passim, 158'’ 
24 (clearly = np 64 \rifui,l^S,'‘i 6 ), 
159* 3, 39 and foil (=TOKEipc- 
loK, 1 59'’ 24). i6o’>I 4, 183*24, 
*>6 Some t not suited for 
dialectic discussion, 105*3' the 
clearer in expression, the easier 
toargueupon, 111*10-11 Every 
t bound to be ‘generally 
accepted ’ (ivSo^ns) or ‘ rejected ’ 
)'or ‘neutral’ (jtqStrtpns), 
159*38 rules for defending 
each, 1 59'* 4-35 2 kinds of 

‘ generally rejected ’ t , 160'’ 16- 
22 Rules for selecting and 
maintaining a t, Bk. VIII, ch 
9 Aim of questioner always 
to prove opposite of answerei’s 
1 1 < SQ*" 5-6 Parallel arguments 
to be drawn up pio and con 
same t , 163'’ 4-5 
ThteJ def = ‘ one who wishes to 
pilfer m secret ’ , not ‘ one who 
pilfers in secret ’ (true only of 
expert t ), 149’’ 27-30 The 
‘ argument of the t ’, 180’’ 18. 
Thrasymachus, 183’’ 32 
7 tme\l) = nori, a Categoiy: 
lot'* 23 ‘ Good ’ in this cate- 

gory = what IS ‘ in season ’ {iv 
Kaipu), 107* 8. 

(2) = ;(poi'or : neither in 
motion nor a form of motion, 
i20*39-'’3. Discrepancies of 
t. (past, present, and future) as 
tests of Accident, ill*’ 24-31, 
cf. Ii5'’i2, 17-21: of Genus 
and Differentia, 123*16-19; of 
Property, i3i*27-®4, **5 foil, 
133*12 foil.; of Definition, 
145’’ 21 foil. Refutation must 
prove contradictory true at time 
to which thesis refers, 167* 26- 
7, 180'’ 7-8, 11-12, 14, i8l» 1-4 
(cf 165” 38-166* 6, '’23, 180” 
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13-14) Objection directed by 
answerer agst t allowed for 
discussion, 161*9-12, 183*22: 
questions likewise directed by 
questioner, where t. is too short 
tooverthrowanswerer’ssolution, 
183*24 T. or season (*ni/iot), 
as determinant of values of 
things, 1 1 7* 26-37. Tempoi ary 
property (see Ptopetly) • re- 
quites ref. to present t. only, 
129*28: property of present t. 
(I'fi/ Ifiiov), I3i'’5 foil 

Tirwr, l83'>31-2 

Trainer (yujuniaTtjt ) : his property, 
to ‘ have ability to produce 
vigour’, 137*5-6. T.rabilityto 
produce vigour = doctor : abil- 
ity to produce health, 137* 
3 -S- 

Ttatning (yvfii ntnn) = (i) physi- 
cal- desired as means, 116* 

30-1. 

(a) in dialectics Study of 
Dialectics useful for, 101*26 
some proofs too elaborate to be 
suitable for t , 105* 9 Argu- 
ments held for ‘ t and examina- 
tion ’ )( contentious aiguments, 
and teaching, 159*25, cf 161* 
25. [Apparently ‘ t ’= ‘ in- 
quiry’ cf 159*25 and 

34 ] H ints upon t. m dialectics, 
Bk. VIII, ch 14, passim To 
argue pro and con everything is 
good t. for both questioning and 
answering, 163* 36-*’ 3. 

Triangle to hare angles = 2 
right angles, essential to t , but 
accidental to ‘equilateral t 
no’’ 22-5, cf. iio‘' 6-7' acci- 
dental also to ‘ figure ’, 168*40- 

”4. 

Tril’alli, II 5’’ 23, 26 

Unit (iiovat ) . prior to ' number ’, 
141’’ 8 : starting-point of ‘ num- 
ber’, io8'’26, 29, I4i'’ 8; and 
more intelligible absolutely than 
‘number’, i4i’’s-8. 

l/nily (to iv) ambigtuius, and 
difficult to divide, 169*24, 170*’ 
21-2; though opinions diftcr 
about this, li2’’24-7 Not a 
‘ kind ’ of anything, because a 
universal predicate, 121* 16-19, 
>■7 : cf 127-* 27, 33, i3o’>is-i7. I 


Commensurate with ‘ Being ’, 
and .‘. neither its genus nor 
a species of it, l2l'’7-8. Failure 
to distinguish one )( many, a 
source of fallacy of Accident, 
169*3-4. 

Universal predicates (0 wao-tv 
f>7ra/)Xfi • xoit'a'v), e g. ‘ Being 
‘Unity’. Not to be used 
where distinctive terms are 
required, e g in rendering a 
property, 130*11 foil.; or defi- 
nition, 140*24-32. 

Unjustly (see also Not 
a property of what is done u. to 
be done ‘ badly ’ (raitmc), 136* 
27-8 what occurs u may be 
preferable to what occurs justly, 
180*21-3 

Useful (cii^tXifiov) : def = ' pro- 
ductive of good’, 124*16-17, 
147*34, 153*38: possibly the 
genus of ‘ pleasant’ (if pleasure 
be a good), 1 24* 17-20. Cause 
of good essentially iyad' altrn) 
better than cause of good 
‘accidentally’, 1 16* i. What is 
u. for greater no of desirable 
ends, is more desirable, 118* 
26-30: also what is u. for 
bettei end, 118*32-3. Most 
u of commonplace rules, 
Bk VII, ch 4. 

Uses (xi"}<r(is) of a thing, as tests 
of comparative values, 118*34; 
of genus, 124*31-3. 

Usini' (x/”)'"') considered as a, 
kind of ‘activity' (Ivipytu) 
124*33. 

Veihal aigiuncnt (to trpot roCvopa 
8i>iXtyEir6iii) ' to be avoided in 
Dialectic, 108*33, cf 104*36- 
7, and 112*9, 164*8 (see ‘..Sd- 
phistic turn ’ of argument) : but 
legitim itc to stick at nothing 
with opponent who sticks at 
nothing, 134*1-4. cf 148*21. 
In Soph. £ 1 ., distinction of 
arguments directed at verbal 
expression — \«yoi upos ToSynpn 
)( directed against thought 
(ffpHS Ttjv Huivotni.} — riddled with 
criticism (ch 10) : but argu- 
ment conducted verb.illy [Sm 
T at 0* OfiuTiov) the commonest 
source of fallacy, 165*4 foil. 
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* Refutation by fallacy of many 
questions only verbal, l8i° 
ao-i. 

Vice' contrary of ‘virtue’, 113** 
31-2 ‘ the cause of evil essen- 
tially, 11 6*’ 6 Genus of ‘in- 
justice’, I23*’t5, 21, 32, an 
attribute of ‘cowardice’, 113^ 
31-2. V. of soul (= injustice) 
opp. to v of body, I53*‘ 8-10 

Vigorous {(iifKTiKov) : = ( i ) whit 
produces vigour, 114*30-1, 
153*>37: (2) what preserves 
vigour, 114*30-1, cf 106*’ 3S 
(3) what betokens vigour, cf 
loj* 30 and 106'’ 35 (Analogy 
seems to hold completely 
* vigorous ; vigour = health) 
health’.) The v, good as 
means, 106*5-8. 

y *4 rour (fue^in) : contrary of ‘ de- 
bility’ IS?" 

l8-ao. brings ‘health’, ii3*> 
35, 157’’ 23-4: better than 
health, 157** 18-19 Genuine 
end sham v , 164* 26-7. Capa- 
city to produce v , the property 
of a trainer (yupvaor^r), 137* 
5 - 6 . 

Virtue (l) = dp«T4. a lelative 
term (unlike its genera, ‘ good ’ 
and ‘noble’), 1 24’’ 20-2 con- 
trary of ‘vice’, 113'’ 31-2 
'^hat displays its proper v 
more desirable than anj thing 
of same kind which does not so, 
118*27-8. V. of soul (justice) 
opp. to V of body, 153’’ 8-10. 

(2) = moral virtue (^^uc'? 
nprr^] ; a kind of ‘ state and 
disposition’, 121*’ 38; a kind of 
‘good’, 142'’ 14, 17, and .' not 
def. = a ‘ good or noble state ’, 
144*9-11 (but cf. 11-19) A. 
‘ state of v.’ not = ‘ the good ’, 
142*’ 12. Cause of good essen- 
tially, and better than luck, 
lid** 1-3 : better than pleasure, 
ii 8*’33 Its properties (i) to 
be ‘ naturally situated m a 
no of faculties ’ (contr know- 
ledge)— a relative properly, 
128" 38-9 . (2) to be ‘ anything 
that makes its possessor good ’, 
i)!** 1-4 Genus of ‘justice’, 
12 i*> 26,I23>> 15,21,32, 127*’ 20, 
not an accident of it, 109*35- 


I : genus of ‘ temperance ’, 
ISP** 39-140* 2 : attribute of 
‘courage’, 1 1 s'* 3 1. A different 
genus from ‘knowledge’, 152*’ 
1-2 that of virtues prudence 
alone is knowledge can be 
dispro\ ed in 4 ways, 120*28-31 
Problem, whether life of v. or of 
self-indulgence is pleasanter, a 
problem about Accident, 102*’ 
17-20 To be iirtuous (ri 
artoviaiov) not a property of 
‘man’, 137’’32. 

Watte (edition), 132*36 n, us** 
3on , 157*21 n , 158* II n 
Wallies, 1 / , 1 1 6'> 2-3 n 
Wall tug ( I ) = iSufiimr, a species 
of ‘locomotion ’ ((#)opa), which is 
species of ‘motion’, 122*21- 
30 a kind of motion, I09*> 2-4, 
128*32-3 )( ‘carnage’ (0npa), 
122*“ 32 (2) = Trefoil : differ 

entia of ‘ animal ’ (v. Animal). 
Water not genus of ‘snow’, 
127* 14 1 of ‘wine ’,127* 18. W 
from same well, the ‘same’ 
specifically, 103* 14-23. 

Wealth, less desirable than friend- 
ship, Ii6'’38,because(l)always 
prized for sake of something 
else, not for itself, 117*1, (2) 
excess of friendship more de- 
sirable than of w, 1 1 8’’ 6 
Happiness unquestionably 
better than w, 116*6-7 To 
make money less good than to 
study philosophy, but more 
desirable to a man lacking 
life’s necessities, 118*10. Is 
w good, if not good to a fool’’ 
180*9-14. 

Weigh'tness {SyKos) in argument, 
one of the aims of non-neres- 
sary premisses, 1 5 s’* 22 ( Seems 
= ‘ ornament ’ : cf. 15s'’ 22 and 
157*6 foil) 

While an accidental predicate, 
io 2’>8-9; a quality, l03'’3i-3; 
applicable in certain re-<pect 
only, 109*21-5, 167*7 toll I 
168*' 12-14. ‘ Colour’ Its genus, 
not an accident, 109*36, 123* 
26, 126*4-5 =‘.i colour 

which pierces the vision ’, 119* 

30, 153*38 (cf. 1 07'’ 29-30, 123* 
2) : not def. = ‘ colour mingled 
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with fire ’ (an impossible mix- 
ture), 149* 38-'' 2. Contrary of 
‘black’, ios'> 36, 119*27-8; all 
other colours intermedute, 123'’ 
27. Applied to ‘ sound ’ ( = 
‘clear’), 106*25, *>5: cf 107* 
12, 37, *>14, 36 (Cf. BlarL) 
Cannot be a genus, since white 
things do not differ in kind, 
^127*22-5 : not genus of ‘snow’, 
'since (1) an accident of it, 120'’ 
21-4, (2) inherent in snow, not 
predicable of It, 127*’ 2-4. Not 
in subaltern relation to ‘beauti- 
ful’, 128*3-4. Addition of w. 
to black does not necessarily 
make the whole w , 1 1 s'" 1-2 
Wind' Its definition = ‘ move- 
ment of air ’ better than = ‘air 
in motion ’, 127* 4 , but should 
specify quantity of air, 146*' 29 
Windlessness air = calm . sea, 
108* 11-12, *> 24-6 
Wine not = ‘ fermented water ’, 
127*18 ;noranykindofwater,ib 
Sweet-toothed man (<ln\nyKvKvs) 
desires wine only per acctdens, 
because sweet ; not if dry 
(awmip 6 s), 111*3-5. 

Wisdom (a) — (ro<t>ia ; not _def. = 

‘ what produces happiness 
149’’ 33 toll' (See tdso So- 
phtstry). 

(p) =^p6vti<ris, 136^ II,i 63 *’ 9 , 
cf- 134* 33i 138*’ i-S : notdef.= 
(l) ‘that which defines and 
contemplates reality’ (redun- 


dant), 141* 7-9 : (2) the ‘ virtue 
of a man ’ or ‘ of the soul ’ (not 
primary correlate), 145* 28-32. 
To be ‘ essentially the natural 
virtue of the faculty of reason ’, 
a property of w , 136’* 10-12 : 
even its definition, 145*28-32. 
To display w., a property of the 
faculty of reason (q.v.). W.= 

‘ knowledge of evils ’, but not 
therefore an evil, 180*8 foil. 

Wishing (/ 3 atjXi}irtr) : def. = ‘ cona- 
tion for an apparent good’, 
i 46'> 5-6, 27-147* 5 : not def.= 
‘painless conation’, 146’’ 2. 
always found in faculty of 
reason, 126* 13: not the genus 
of ‘ friendship ’, if latter is in 
faculty of desire, 126* 12-13. 

Xenoi rates 112*37: his defini- 
tion of ' soul ' as ‘ self-moving 
number ’, 140'’ 2 n. (cf. ISC’* 
3-4 n ) ; of ‘ wisdom ’ as that 
w hich ‘defines and contemplates 
reality’, 141*6-9: his attempt 
to prove that the good hfe==the 
happy life, because both are the 
most desirable life, 152*7-10, 
26-30. 

Zeno • argument that motion is 
impossible, 160’’ 8, 172*9, 179’’ 
20 foil ; that Being is one, iSa** 
26. 

Zeus, 166*7. 



